Mitigated Negative Declaration

Land Development
Review Division
(619) 446-5460

Project No. 54384
SCH No. 2005091022

SUBJECT: PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to construct an

approximately 9,845 square-foot, two-story office building on a vacant 4.94-acre
parcel. The project is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, in the
Mission Valley Planned District within the Mission Valley Community Planning
area (Lot 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2 Subdivision, Map 4737).

UPDATE: March 5, 2007: On September 26, 2006, an environmental appeal on the project

1I.

III.

was before the City Council. City Council granted the appeal and set aside the
environmental determination and remanded the matter to the previous
decision maker (the Planning Commission). In addition, City Council directed
staff to provide additional information in the document regarding the various
project designs that had been considered by the applicant, to allow the public
to review the project’s design process, and to provide for public input through
the document recirculation process.

Therefore, based on City Council's direction, this information has been
provided and this Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recirculated for
public review and input.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed

project could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): BIOLOGICAL

RESOURCES, LAND USE/MSCP, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Subsequent
revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation identified in Section V of this
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Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the
potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report will not be required.

IV. DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.
V.  MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

(GENERAL

Prior to the commencement of the preconstruction meeting, the Assistant Deputy Director of the
Land Development Review Division (LDR) shall verify that the following mitigation measures
are noted within the construction/grading plans and/or specifications submitted and included
in the specifications under the heading Environmental Mitigation Requirements.

BIQLOGICAL RESQURCES

1. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the owner/permittee shall contribute to the City
of San Diego Habitat Acquisition Fund (HAF) to mitigate for the loss of 0.64 acre of Diegan
costal sage scrub (tier II) and 0.10 acre of non-native grassland (tier {IIB). The current per
acre contribution amount for the HAF is $25,000 per-acre plus a ten percent (10%)
administrative fee. This fee is based on mitigation ratios of 1:1 for Diegan coastal sage scrub
and 0.5:1 for non-native grassland impacts (both impacts occurred outside the MHPA, yet
mitigation would be required inside the MHPA).

2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits and/or the first pre-construction meeting, the
owner/permittee shall make arrangement to schedule a preconstruction meeting to ensure
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The
meeting shall include the Resident Engineer (RE), monitoring bioclogist, monitoring
archaeologist, and staff from the City’s Mitigation monitoring Coordination (MMC) Section.

3. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting, the applicant shall be responsible for retaining a
qualified Biologist and provide a letter of verification to the ADD of LDR stating that a
qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of San Diego Biological Resource Guidelines (BRG),
has been retained to implement the mitigation measures.

4. At least thirty days prior to the pre-construction meeting, the qualified Biologist shall verify
that any special reports, maps, plans and time lines, such as but not limited to, revegetation
plans, plant relocation requirements, avian or other wildlife protocol surveys, impact
avoidance areas or other such information has been completed and updated.

5. The project biologist shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or
equivalent along the limits of disturbance within and surrounding sensitive habitats as
shown on the approved Exhibit A. '
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All construction activities (including staging areas) shall be restricted to the development
area as shown on the approved Exhibit A. 'The project biologist shall monitor construction
activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically
sensitive areas beyond the limits of disturbance as shown on the approved Exhibit A.

LAND USE/MSCP

1.

Prior to initiation of any construction-related grading, the biologist shall discuss the
sensitive nature of the adjacent habitat with the crew and subcontractor.

Prior to preconstruction meeting, the limits of grading shall be clearly delineated by a
survey crew prior to brushing, clearing or grading. The limits of grading shall be defined
with appropriate construction fencing and checked by the biological monitor before
initiation of construction grading.

All lighting adjacent to the MHPA shall be shielded, unidirectional, low pressure sodium
illumination (or similar) and directed away from preserve areas using appropriate
placement and shields. If lighting adjacent to the MHPA is required for nighttime
construction, it shall be unidirectional, low pressure sodium illumination (or similar), and
it shall be directed away from the preserve areas and the tops of adjacent trees with
potentially nesting raptor species, using appropriate placement and shields.

All staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located within the
development footprint and shall not encroach onto adjacent sensitive habitat retained
within the open space and/or/MHPA areas. No equipment maintenance shall be
conducted within or near the adjacent sensitive habitat retained within the open space
and/or/MHPA areas

Natural drainage patterns shall be maintained as much as possible during construction.
Erosion control techniques, including the use of sandbags, hay bales, and/or the
installation of sediment traps, shall be used to control erosion and deter drainage during
construction activities into the adjacent open space. Drainage from all development areas
adjacent to the MHPA shall be directed away from the MHPA, or if not possible, must not
drain directly into the MHPA, but instead into sedimentation basins, grassy swales, and/or
mechanical trapping devices as specified by the City Engineer.

No trash, oil, parking or other construction related activities shall be allowed outside the
established limits of grading. All construction related debris shall be removed off-site to
an approved disposal facility.

No invasive non-native plant-species shall be introduced into areas adjacent to the MHPA.
Prior to the preconstruction meeting, the ADD of LDR shall verify that the Multi-Habitat

Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following project requirements regarding the
coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans:
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COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER (Federally Threatened)

1. Prior to the preconstruction meeting, the City Manager {or appointed designee) shall
verify that the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following
project requirements regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the
construction plans:

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between
March 1 and August 15, the breeding season of the Coastal California gnatcatcher, until
the following requirements have been met to the satisfaction of the City Manager:

Al A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section
10(a)(1)(a) Recovery Permit) shall survey those habitat areas within the MHPA
that would be subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)]
hourly average for the presence of the Coastal California gnatcatcher. Surveys
for the Coastal California gnatcatcher shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol
survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within the
breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If gnatcatchers
are present, then the following conditions must be met:

L Between March 1 and August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of
occupied gnatcatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from
such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a
qualified biologist; and

II. Between March 1 and August 15, no construction activities shall occur
within any portion of the site where construction activities would result in
noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied
gnatcatcher habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by
construction activities would not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the
edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a qualified acoustician
(possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring
noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the
city manager at least two weeks prior to the commencement of
construction activities. Prior to the commencement of construction
activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such activities
shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; or

III. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities,
under the direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures
(e.g., berms, walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels
resulting from construction activities will not exceed 60 dB(A)hourly
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average at the edge of habitat occupied by the Coastal California
gnatcatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities,
noise monitoring* shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat
area to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If
the noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be
inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist, then the associated
construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise
attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August
16).

* Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying
days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify that noise levels at the
edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise
level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented
in consultation with the biologist and the City Manager, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to
‘below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A)
hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the
placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.

B. If Coastal California gnatcatchers are not detected during the protocol survey, the
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the city manager and
applicable resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation
measures such as noise walls are necessary between March 1 and August 15 as
follows:

L If this evidence indicates the potential is high for Coastal California
gnatcatcher to be present based on historical records or site conditions,
then condition A.III shall be adhered to as specified above.

1L If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated,
no further mitigation measures are necessary.

RAPTORS

1. Ifthesite hasa poténtial to support nests and nesting raptors are present during
construction, compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act/Section 3503 would preclude
the potential for direct impacts.

2. If there is a potential for indirect noise impacts to nesting raptors, prior to construction
within the development area during the raptor breeding season (February 1 through
September 15) the biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey to determine the
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presence of active raptor nests. If active nests are detected, the biologist in consultation
with EAS staff shall establish a species appropriate noise buffer zone. No construction
shall occur within this zone.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

PRIOR TO PERMIT ISSUANCE
A. Land Development Review (LDR}) Plan Check

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first precons;truction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director {ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on
the appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring
program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

PRIOR TOQ START OF CONSTRUCTION
A, Verification of Records Search

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the
search was completed.

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.
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B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall
arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM)
and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall
schedule a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if
appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction
documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based
on the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction
schedule to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring
will occur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil
resources, etc.,, which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to
be present.
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DURING CONSTRUCTION
A, Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RF, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction
activities.

2. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to
MMC.

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and
immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.
a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for
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fossil discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PL

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological
Recovery Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC.
Impacts to significant resources must be mitigated before ground
disturbing activities in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

C. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or
BI as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered.

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The
letter shall also indicate that no further work is required.

| NIGHT WORK
A, If night work is included in the contract
1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall

be presented and discussed at the precon meeting,.

The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The
PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax
by 9am the following morning, if possible.

b. Discoveries

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been
made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction
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shall be followed.

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following morning
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless
other specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or B, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

2. The RE, or B, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.
POST CONSTRUCTION
A Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the

Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring,
the Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during
the Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

3. The PT shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.

4, MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.
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5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate
institution.
2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in

the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.
D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
béen approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Menitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

United States
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

State of California
California Department of Fish and Game (32)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44)




State Clearinghouse (46)

City of San Diegoﬁ

Council District 6, Councilmember Frye
Development Services Department
Planning Department

Branch Library (MS 17)

Historical Resources Board (87)

Other

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)
California Native Plant Society (170)
The Center for Biological Diversity (176)

Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179}
Endangered Habitats League (182)

Dr. Jerry Schafer (209)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Society (212)

San Diego Natural History Museum (213)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Louie Guassac (215A)

San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)
Native American Heritage Commission (222)

- Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Native American Distribution (225A-R)

Serra Mesa Community Council (264)

Mission Village Homeowners Association (266)
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291)

Normal Heights Community Planning Association (292) .

Mission Valley Center Association (328)
Hazard Center (328A)

Mary Johnson (328B)

Mission Valley Community Council (328C)
Union Tribune News (329)

San Diego River Conservancy (330A)

Friends of the Mission Valley Preserve (330B)
Mission Valley Unified Planning Organization (331)
Mr. Gene Kemp (332)

Lynn Mutholland (333)

River Valley Preservation Project (334)
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VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() Nocomments were received during the public input period.

( ) Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No
response is necessary. The letters are attached.

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the
public input period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program and any Initial Study materials are available in the office of the Land Development
Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

. fiW % ,ﬂ March 05, 2007

Eiledn Lower, Senior Plarider Date of Draft Report
Development Services Department

May 4, 2007
Date of Final Report

Analyst: SHEARER-NGUYEN



otoclch\- ® 10 March 2007

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

>
-
N Eavironmental Review Committee

To: Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Ngiyen
Development Services Depariment
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Pacific Coast Office Building
Project No. 54384

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

I have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this comunittee of the San Diego County
Archaeological Society. T
Based on the information contained in the DMND and initial study, and the cuftural \
resource survey report for the project, we agree that the project should have no significant
impacts on historical resources. We also agree that no mitigation measures for historical
[ESONTCES are NECessury.

Thank you for providing these documents to SDCAS for our review and comment. i

Sincerely,

zmes W. Rovle, Ir., C!

Environmental Review

cc: Kyle Consulting
SDCAS President
File

P.0O, Box 81106 » San Dlego, CA 92138-1106 « (858) 538-0935

. ‘
City staff response(s) to San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

This comment is noted.
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From: "Ernle Bonn" <uhcdc@netzero.net>

To: <dsdeas@sandiego.gov> !
Date: 4/1/2007 4:11:00 PM

Subject: Project #54384-sch - Parcel # 439-480-24 - Paciflc Coast Office Bldg.

Attention: Elizabeth Shearer-Mguyen

Altachad is a letter in opposition lo the Mitigated Negative Declaration compllied by your Dept. on the
above project. Please distribute this to Council Members prior to its being scheduled on the Council
docket,

o

Ernestine Bonn —

cc: "April Chesebro” <AChesebro@sandiego.gov>, <donnafrye@sandiego.gov>

City staff respanse(s) to E. BonrWUniversity Heights Development Corparation/University Heighls Urban Design
Review Council and Planning Committee comment letter for
Pacific Coast Dffice Building, Project No. 54364

2. The attached letter will become part of the administrative record for this project. It will be

included in the final MIND, which will be distributed to the City Councilmembers prior to the
hearing should the proposed project be appealed to the Council.
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University Heights Community Development Corp.
University Heights Urban Design Review Council & Planning Commitice
P. 0. Box 3115, San Diego, CA 92163
(619) 297-3166

March 31, 2007

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
Developiment Services Drept.
1222 First Ave,, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Project # 54384-sch #pending  Parcel # 439-480-24
Pacific Coast Office Building

Dear Ms. Nguyer:

The University Heights Community Development Corporation (UHCDC) in conjunction with the

University Urban Design Review Council & Planning Committee (UHDRC & PC} supports the position

of the Mission Valley Community Council and the other organizations thal oppose the proposed -
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) that was compiled by the Development Services Dept. The %,
MND is paid for by the developer of the Pacific Coast Office Building, which &ppears to be a conflict of |
interest. -

On September 26, 2006 the City Council upheld the appeal of the project by the community lf
arganizations. In 1992 the City Couneil designated the parcel in question as open space. The developer 5.
purchaséd this land in 1993 knowing this to be the case yel continues'to attempt to develop this land in an

inappropriate manncr. The Mission Valley Community Plan states that nothing is to be buill above the '
150 foot contour level, yet this MND penmnits it as well as many other violations of statutes and codes that 7.
apply to open space and sensitive lands =,

A large portion of University Heights is on the hillside above Mission Valley and in the past bas been
greatly affected by inappropriate development like this project that has caused hillside erosion with hardly
any compliance through the City’s Neighborhood Code Departient. Because one of the major corridors
from and into Mission Valley and the freeways is Texas Street, traffic through the neighborhood surface
streets creates serious congestion.

1.

The UHCDC distributed a survey in the University 1leights community in order to cornpile information

on what impacts from the development in Mission Valley were felt to be the most serious, and the

responses verified traffic, environmental issues regarding loss of natural vegetation, hillside crosion and

runoff, noise and infrastructure deficits. Fires bave also been a constant problem because weed clearance

by the City at the base of the hillsides is a low priority. ‘These hillsides and canyons act as buffers

between the floor of Mission Valley and the residential areas above. .

We feel that this development should not go forward as it will set a precedent for yet more intrusion into
our hitlsides.

Sincercly,

Christopher F. Milnes, Executive Director UHCDC
Mary Wendorf, Chair, UHDRC & PC

City ataff responaels) to E. Bonn/University ]!nigflh Development Corporation/University Heighty Urban Design

Review Cauncil and Planning Committee camment lettet for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

The City of San Diego requires discretionary project applicants 1o pay for alt of the work done by
City staff in the course of the project teview and permitting process, which is allowable under
Section 15045 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The developer is
billed for stafl‘s time; however, it should be understood thal professional environmenlal staff
members of the City of San Diegy’s Development Services Department prepared the MND. While
staff may require the applicant to pay for techaical reports and may request additional
information regarding the project, the MND, represents the independent analysis of the City of
San Diego as Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA Section 15074(b) states that prior te approving a
praject, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed mitigated
negative declaration (MND) with any comments received during the public review process. The
decision making body shall adopt the proposed MND only if it finds on the basis of the whole
record before it that there is 1o substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect
on the environment and that the MND reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and
analysis,

‘This comment is noted.

The redesignation of several southern hillside areas to open space as part of the April 21, 1992
City Council action identifies that only a portion of parce] 439-480-24, which is the subject
property, was redesighated to open space. In the 1992 City Council action, the subject parcet was
not designated in it's entirety as open space. Cnly a portion of the subject site was designated
open space as referenced in the attachments to R-279807, “ Amendmeit to the Mission Valley
Community Plan.” Refer to conunent number 35,

These commaents are noted.

‘The Mission Valley Community Plan states that no-large scale development should cut or grade,
or extend above the 150" elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutting parcels
include development that is up to 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft., staff
determined that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. In
addition, the purpose and intent of the community plan policies regarding development
limitations above the 150" contour is for the preservation of the vatley's hillside areas. The
communily plan’s objectives lor hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-
acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed for development. In
addition, the project is subject to the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDQO}, which
restricts development within the Hillside Sub-district from encroaching above the 150-foot.
However, the MVPDO allows exceptions o this restriction under certain conditions, As
explained on pages 23-25 of the Initial Study, the subject project was determined by staff to meet
the conditions for such an exception.

It should be understood that the MNL} does not permit or approve the project or any of the
project companents. The purpose of the MND is to disclose to the public and the decision
makers the potential environmental effects of the project, and to identify appropriate mitigation
measures aimed at reducing the project’s significant impacts to below a level of significance,
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City staff response(s) to E. Bonn/University Heights Development Corporation/University Heights Urban
Design Review Council and Planning Commiltee comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

{Continued) The decision-making body of the Lead Agency must consider the environmental
document before approving any project with an associated environmental document, and is
required to decide whether to approve the environmental decumert on the basis of the Initial
Study and any public comment received (CEQA Guidelines 15074).

These comments are noted. Development projects in and of themselves do not set precedent for
later approvals, Each project application is reviewed under its own unique circumstances. If the
proposed project application meets the findings required for approval, the project may be
approved. If the findings cannot be met, the project may not be approved. No project is approved
simply because another similar project was approved under similar circumstances. Each project
must stand on its own,



Lyrdnh Mulholland
P.0. Box 900234
San Diego, California

92190
March 31, 2007

Elizaheth Schearer-Nguyen

Environmental Planner - g

Development Services i

1222 First Av. R T :
MS 501 !

San Dlego, California 92101 T i

Dear Ms. Shearer-Ngliyen,

On September 26, 2006, the RIVER VALLEY PRESERVATION PROJECT, !
THE STERRA CLUR, THE AUDOBON SOCIETY, AND THE MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY COUNCILI[D.
appaaléd development of Parcel #439-480-24 to the San Diego City Council. The
C¢lty Cowncil Unanimously honored the appeal.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration pbesented is the same that tho Cityl!,f
unanimously rejected. The violatlons of the. MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, T
THE MISSION VALLEY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ORDINACE, THE DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY: [
DISTRICT ORDINANCE, AND GENERAL PLAN remain. - I

EXHIBIT A: MVCP 1985 PAGE 107 '

Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes
or geclagical') instability. .
Designate the hillsides and-canyons_which have any of the following |}
characteristles as open space - . ‘
a. Céntalhirare or endangered species of vegetation or animal life!
b. Centain uhstable solls. '
c. Contain the primary course of a natidral drainage pattern.
d. Located’above the 150 foot elevation contouk?d

MVPDO CODE 103.2107(3)(A) - 'Development, including roads,shall not
oceidr above the=150 foot contour line.' Z2!

GENERAL PLAN - ©No development that compounds existing deficlencies.

“Presently in MISSION VALLEY:
a. Gridlock,Gridlock, Gridlock.
. No‘population based park._
c. No permanent Fire Stationm,
d. Net one K-12 School,

On Aprill 12, 1992, Council Member J. McCarty proposed ahd 8Bke EBiaco
Diego City €Council unanimously approved an ammendment to the MVCP by
Resolution #279807. Ammendment #279807 included the following changes
to the MVCP:

EXHEIBITS: B,C,D, AND E.

CITY OF SAN DIEGO INFORMATION BULLETIN _ EXHIBITS F.AND G

Parcel #439-480-24 noted. Appllcant reguested deviation from
MVPDO Code 1032,2107(3)(A)-
EXHIBIT H ' MANAGER'S REPORT
»Development on the remaining areas above the 150 foot contour level
is already severadly restricted by the MVCP, .PDO, and DIDO. THUS,NO REZONES
ARE CONSIDERED NECESSARY AT THIS TIME. -"

PAGE ONE OF TWO

10.

11.

City staff response(s} o Lynn Mulholland comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

These comments are noted.

While the MNTD was revised at the direction of the City Council, the proposed project is the same:
one that was analyzed in the previous MND. At the September 26, 2006 hearing, Council
directed staff to provide more information on project alternalives designed to reduce impacts. [t
should be understood that a discussion of a reasonable range of project aliernatives is a required
clement of Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), 'The alternatives must be capable of avoiding
or reducing the significant unavoidable impacts ef the proposed project. The public agency
decision-making body has the authority 1o approve or deny the proposed project, or to choose
one of the alternatives. Sections 15120 through 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines contains a detailed
description of the required contents of an EIR.

EIRs are required when there is substantial evidence that a project may result in a significant
effect on the environment {please refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). However, not all
projects require the preparation of an EIR — Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines states:

"A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative declaration or mitigated
negative declaration for a project subject to CEQA when:

(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, or,

(b} The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

m Revisions in the project plans or preposals made by, or agreed to by the
applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial
study are released for public review would aveid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur,
and

(2) There is no substantial evidence in light of the whale record before the
agency, that the groject as revised rmay have a significant effect on the
environment.”
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City staff response(s) ta Lynn Mulholland comment letter for
Parific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

(Continued). In the case of the Pacific Coast Office Building project, the initial study identified
potentially significant effects in the issue areas of land use (MSCP), biological resources, and
paleontological resources. All of these potentially significant impacts could be reduced to below
a Jevel of significance through mitigation measures, and the applicant agreed to implement the
rmeasures. Staff therefore prepared an MNT in accordance with the requirements of CEQA,

The required contents of a Negative Declaration (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) are listed in
Section 15071, They include:

(a) A brief description of the project, including a commonly used name for the project, if
any;

{b) The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, and the name of the project
proponent;

(c} A proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment;

(d) An attached copy of the Initial Study documenting reasons to support the finding; and

(e) Mitigation measures, if any, included in the project to avoid potentially significant
effects.

As shown above, an alternatives analysis is not a required component of an MND. In an effort te
comply with Council’s direction while staying within the parameters of CEQA’s MND
requirements, staff revised the MND to include a description of the various design iterations
presented to the Cily by the applicant. As the project does not meet the criteria for the
preparation of an EIR, it should be understood that the various preliminary designs do not meet
the criteria for standard CEQA project allernatives that would be included within an EIR,

These comments are noted, and the attached exhibits have been included as parst of the
administrative record.



Note that at bo

In NOVE 003, prior to purchase, applicant knew that PARCEL walh i
in designated space, free of development above the 150 foot contour line.

Also, note PARCEL #439-480-24 of EXHIBITS E & F.

cC.

COMM. COMMENTS:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS-NORMAL HEIGHTS COMM. PLANNING GRP.
10-0-0 against PCOB.

UNIVERSITY HFTS. COMM. DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION VOTED
BOARD OF DIRECTORS-MVCC VOTED 5-0-0 AGAINST ‘PCOBT
BOARD OF- DIRECTORS-RVPP VOTED AGAINST PCOB.

STERRA CLUB - LOCAL - VOQTED::AGAINST PCOB.

AUDOBON SOCIETY -LOCAL - VOTED AGAINST PCOB,

.THE MND IS AN OFFICIAL CITY DOCUMENT. WHAT HAPPENED??7?

Co-Chalr MVQC

C.MEMBERS:
Frye'
Atkins
Young
Hueso
Peters
Madafer
Maienschein
Faulconer
Ayuirre
Schoenfisch’
Sanders

om of EXHIBIT G.the sentence requesting deviation from PDO.

VOTEDR"

AGAINST PCOB -

l(

The concern 1s |13,
that the staff that prepared the MND is apparently pald-by the developer.

We request Council.Members to represent the electorate: Deny the project.

PAGE TWO OF TWO

.

13.

14

City staff response(s} to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

Please see response No. 3 above.

‘The commentor’'s request for the Council to deny the project is noted, Tt should also be noted that
the praposed project is a Process 3 decision. Process 3 decisions are made by a Hearing Officer
with appeal rights to the Planning Commission, The Process 3 decisions are not appealable to the
City Council. The City Council has appellate review of the Environmental Document only.
‘Therefore, while the City Councit may rule n the adequacy of the Environmenial Document, the

decision regarding the overall praject is reserved for the Hearing Officer andfor Planning
Commission.




Lal ebud umd iuumumoa' ASiBA UDIRWTIAN

¥ luewyorlly

' EY.
HILLEIDES : y

Hillsides are geological features on the landscape whose slope and
solis are in 8 balance with vegetation, underlying geology and the
amopunt of precipitation. Maintaining this equilibrium reduces the
-danger to public health and safety posed by unstable hillsides. Devel-
opment affects this equilibrium. Disturbance of hillsides can resuit in
the loss of stope and seoif stability, increased run-off, and intensified
erasion; it can also destroy a community’s aesthetic resources. The
southern slopes of Mission Valley markdhe community's boundary and
provide an attractive and distinctive setting.

The open space areas shown in the General Plan and Progress Guide
for the City of San Diego are predominantly comprised of steep hillsides
and small undeveloped canyons. The southern slopes of Mission Valley
are identified as part of that open space system. The major portion of
the slopes are currently zoned for low-density residential development
{R-1-5000. R-1-40,000}, and-are further regulated by the Hillside
review‘tHH) Qverlay Zone. As demand for land increases, these hill-
sides are more likely to face development pressure. Due to the impaci
hillside development can have on the community's health and safety,
and on fand, water, ecenomic, and visual rescurces, it is apparent that
if they are developed it must be in 8 manner compatible with hiliside
ecology. Whereas the southern slopes have been maintained in close

to their natural state, the northern hillsides have been extensively

modified and disturbed by extraction and building activities. Develop-

mentoriented toward the Valley and aceessed by roads from the Valley
floor should not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour,

OBJECTIVE

® Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep
slopes or geologicat instability in order to contrel urban form,
insure public safety. provide aesthestic enjoyment, and protect
biclogical resources.

> PROFGSALS

107

a. Contain rare or endangered species of vegetation ar animal
life,

b, Centain unstable soils.

f g I

# Permit only low intensity developmenis to occur on' remaining
hilisides within the HR Zone, located below the 150-foot elavaﬁion
contour,

v
® QOpen Space easements should be required for those lots or
paortions of tats in the HR Zone

* Lot splits should not be permitted on hiltsides within the HR Zone
except 1o separate that portion of a lot in the HR Zone from that
portion nat in the HR Zone for purposes of obtaining open space
easements.

® Development intensity should not be determined based upon tand
lotated within the HR Zone.

# Encourags the use of planned developments (PRD/PCD) 1o cluster
devaelopment and retain as much open space area as possible.

Preserve the linear greenbelt and natural form of the southern
hilisides.

® fghabilitate the northern hillsides and incorporate them into
future development. .

DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES ~

Grading required to accommodate any new developmen: should
~disturbontyminimatiythe naturaiterrsin This can be achieved by:

8. Contouring as naturally as possible to maintain the overalt
landform.

“urepg 1)1 Ajjeuonuatug aded sy,
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EA—, Amendment No. 3 .

r
I
AMENDMENT
TO THE . ,
MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN : . ,

On April 21, 1992-. the City Council adop\:ed an amendment to the Hission Valley
Community Pilan by Resclution No. 279807. The amendment resulted in the followilng
changes to the community plan:

B 40, F ra 5 and Use . The redesignation of . .
several southern hillside areas to open space. Community .

plan and land weo dasignation boundary adjustments were

also made and the Light Rail Trnnait (LRT) alignment was

added tco this map.

agg 82, F 8 & DRIV Spacifis Plan Map. Delgted,
a 53 i artheide Specific an Map. Deleted.
A 4, F : Atlae Specific Plan Map. Deleted,
Page_ 55, Figure 9, Levi-tCushman Sgec-ific Plan _Map.

Delated.

Page 56, Figqure 14, Specific i’;an[l&ult&_n_le Upe Areas Map.
Reviae to illuatrate specific plan boundaries.

age_ 76 igure Proposed Light Rajl Transit w . :
Shuttle Service Map. Revise to illustrate the adopted : Ty

LRT line and station locationa. ' . H

Tha adopted map changes are attachad. Theee reviaionﬂ will amend the Mission Valley S
Commanity Plan. HNo text changes wera adopted in ¢onjunction with this amendment.

For furthar infumation regaxding these amendmentw, contact the Mission Vallay
Community Plaaner at (619) 533-3650. .

DOCUMENT N T R79807 |
FLED APR 21 1992

QFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

“ueyg 152 Ayeuoniuaiu] 28e ] syL
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MISSION  VALLEY COMMUMNITY PLAN
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ANEAE

(5)  AREAS AROVE Tt 186 FOOT

CONTOUA LEVEL SIMGMATE b

mea BOUGIART
ADRSTIENT

PUNLIE RECREATION
OFEN RPACE

City staff response(s) to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for

Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No, 54384
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Site Bummary - 8ites A through E

Bite A
sizey 5.14 acraes (approx.)
Location: South of Hotel circle South just east of tha Taylor

Street overpass
Parcal Nos.: 443-040-29, -20 (por.), -31, =32, -32

ownership: Vincent & Gladys Kobeta, Animal Clinic, Pacer Coast
Development Corp., John Shattuck, Jeffrey Binter
Use: Two single-family dwellings, vacant hillsides and

flatter areas
community Plan
Designation: Office or Commercial-Recreation

Zone: R1-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zonoe

Bite B

Size:: 0.45 acre

Location: Wast of Texas streat, south of Camino del Rjo South
Parcel Nos.: 438-140-14

Ownership: Harold & Helen Sadleir

Usat Vacant hillside

Community Plan
baslgnatlion: Cemmercial-0fflice

Zone: R1-40000/Hillside Review Overlay Zone

Bite C

Slze: 11.54 acres .
Location: South of Camino del Rio South, east of I-BDS
Parcel Nos.: 439-080-19 and 439-040-32

ownership: Mission Valley 34th Street, City of San Dieqo
Usa: vacant hillsides with flatter drainage area

community Plan .
pPesignation: Commercial-office, Residential/Cffice Mix
Zane: R1-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zons

Attachmaent 3
g I _ 8ite Summary - Sites A through E

e

City staff response(s) to Lynn Mulholland commaent letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

This Page Intenticnally Left Blank.



Bite D

Size:
Location:
Parcel Nos.:
Ownership:

Use:

community Plan
Designation:
Zone:

Bite E

Size:
Location:

LA 2

5.81 acres (approx.)

South of taminc del Rio South, west of -I-i5
439-520-20 and 439-48B0-24 (por.) ]
Phoenlx Mutual Life Insurance, Raymond and i
Rebacca Willenberg - . i
Vacant hillside ' : .

Commercial-0Officae
R1-40000/Hillslde Review Overlay Zone

- 12.72 acres

South side of Camino del Rio South, east of

.-Fairmount Avenue

Parcel Nos.:'
ownarship:
Use;

Communlty Plan
Designbtion:
Zone:

461-350-01, ~04, =06

.Clty of San Dlego, National University

Natignal University parking lots and-
vacant hillsides (CUP in process for a church).

Commercial-vffice
R1-40000, some Hillslde Review Overlay Zone

_a thhmﬁm 3

City staff response(s) ta Lynn Mulholland comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No, 54384
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Pagodo0i 8 Cily of San Diego + Informatien Bulletln 513 November 2003

C.

1.

GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Address; _Camine del Rio South

Assassor's Parcel Numbar(s} (APN): 439-480-24 ° Parcal Slzg: _ 3Cres
1

Logat Desciplion: Lot 1 of NAGEL TRACT UNIT NO 2 SUBDIVISION according fo Map No. 4737

Existng Lisa; Vacam Land

Proposed Use (Check ek that apply): €1 Single Dwalling O Multipte Dwelling {(no. of unils
0O Commerclai T Industrial Q Sclenlific Research X Oflice O Cther

)

Gascriba lhe vze:
Medicat office

Projact Dascriplion:

See altached.

Dascribe Project Background (what and when was the lasl developmenl aclivity on Lhe slla}?

The projcct site is vacant. There has been no development activity on the site.

List all pariitsfapprovals related (o tha project {s.g., board of appeals approvals, lol lie agreements, easement
agreamants, bullding restricted easements, davalopment parmits, policy approvals, subdivision approvals, or othar
spoclal agraamenla wilh the city), It any:

Gpen space eascment with the City of San Diego recordéd December 17,1982

as Instrument No, §2-386778

Does the projacl includa naw construclion? . BYes ONo

If Yos, whal Is the proposed HaightNumbar of Buding Storias: _2 Stories
Doas tha project Inchude an Interior remode {Lenan improvemenl)? OYes jNo

Ligl any requested permils, aclicns of approvals!

e

Site Development Permit and a Mission Vailey Developmenl Permit.

City staff response(s) to Lynn Mulholland comment leiter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.
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Fo O DEVELODRENT PERMIT AND TOLICY APPROVAL PROJECT INFORMA TN
Respend o tha lallowing quastlons 7 your prelindnary review will ingluda issues lasclang fans g
of prapesty Invalopmont ragutalions, such Bs sutklivialons, Use permlts land Us# plan amondma:

B ..¥vhat ara i 1 proposoy preblio Inprovemaenla?

City staff response(s) to Lynn Mulhoiland comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

il P,

1. Which Con nunity Plannkg area Is the profect located within? __ Mission Valley and Nemial (eig

(ACCORDING T0O THE PARCEL INFORM A [ION CHECKLIST)
2. Will (he 1EC 118t Inchude n Communily Plan A i . eIV W

If yoa, plea’ ® diacilie U amendment:

§

a, Whal 1s tta basw zona of lhe project plamise {incll.dvd the name of the Planned Districl, it aipht a: 0
Mission " olbay Phnned Distrjet-Commerciul Uffice {MVPD-COY

d, Daus the o Ject alte have ony structures that are usaer Fanyfive rears 07 i v vemens i o 188 J I
5, Could W | eihesps b bl todially Slniflcant for @y 10G0H7 e e e e e R I
If you, plea o axplon This Page Intentionally Left Blank.

The Paree! Information Cheeklist shows thar the praperly contains historical resourees, ot Twers are 1
couctres o e prupercy. s this just an error.

-8 s your fitol of lncaled In oan aren of wensitive bigloivis 1esources, the Cilys Ml‘llple Habitat PL am=iy Aai o (680,

1 wirtland o e, n:c? SOOI ST T I Y

7. Wl your 1 it gengrale new slorm waler unofl? .. .. RPN 2 I S 1Y)

A N thep: 1 - raguest for Razona? e e Sais i
1 va53 3 2 zorw b preosed 7 S m e e = rt am em— = >

a, Speposed | wklng Rado: 441000 51

10, st any 99-.clen or vade o raquaosls:

L e applis mt is 1eques ing a devistion from Coue Section 103, °|07(3)( A) eeparding neooo
o I VSOt contaur line,

.y o

et als
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Page 4

considared on a case-by-case basis if proposed by the property
owners. However, any development of these areas would be subject
to the trip-provisions of the Mission valley Development .
Intensity District and Planned District ordinance which would
trigget a special permit if over a nominal threshold. 1In !
additidn, depending on what portion of the site wpuld be impacted
by devélopment, a Hillgide Review Permit may alsoc be required.
pevelapment on the rem;ining areas above  the 150-foot contour'’
level is already severely restricted by the Mission valley,
Comnunity Plan, Plannad bistrict Ordinance and Development
Intensity District Ordinance.. Thus, no rezones are considerad
necessﬁry at.this time. : *

gouudarg Adjustmgn;gl. S . -

This amendment to ‘the Misslon: Valley Community Plan Land Use ynp
would torrect the community boundary line on the southern and
eastern sldes of Mission Valley to be.consistent with adjacent
communities and the official Mission Valley boundary line. In
addition, the multiple use designation boundary lines would be
corrected .at ‘two locatione on the Mission valley Community Plan
Land Use Map (Attachment la).

1 . . . i

R t a A

Metropblitan Transit Development Board {MTDB) staff has requested
that the adopted Mission Valley West Light Rall Transit {LRT)
line-be fllustrated on the ‘Mission Valley Community Plan Land Use
Map as well as on Figure 17 of the Plan. MIDB staff believes
that illustration -of the LRT .line on the Land Use Map, together
with eklsting and proposed roads, would presént a comprehensive
picture of foture transportation facillties in Mission Valley.
The Clty Manager concurs with this reguest and the revised figure
is i1llistrated on Attachment 1a.

MTDB staff also reguested that the LRT alignment previously
illustrated on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to
illustrate the adopted alignment (Attachment 1g). - In addition,
MTDB staff proposed revisions to the Intra-valley Shuttle Bus
Route shown on Figure 17. Planning staff originally concurred
with these requests and the Planning Commisslon approved these
changes. However, -a Miseion valley property owner subsequently
guestioned the modifications to the Intra-valley Shuttle Bus
Route shown on Filgure 17. Upon further review, it was determined
that changes to the Intra-valley Shuttle Bus Route had nct been
approvéd by the MTD Board. Rather, the bus route changes were a
prediction by MTDB staff of what 1s likely to cocur. Because of
this, the City Manager ls recommending that the shuttle bus route
previously included on Filgure 17 of the community plan be
retained, The LRT line would be revised to illustrate the
adopted alignment. - The proposed Figure 17 im shown on

City staff response(s) to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384
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 The City of San Diego

MANAGER'S '
REPORT

City siaff responsels) to Lynn Mulholland camment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project Mo. 54384

_
DATE ISSUED:;  April 14, 1992 REPORT NO. P-32-0%7
ATTENTION: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmemberg, Agenda of
.- April 21, 1992, o
SUBJECT: . MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN/GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT.
REFERENCE: city Council Hearings of July 9 and 23, 199p
: ragarding the Mission Valley Planned District
ordinance. . ) _ : This Page ntentianally Left Blank.
BUMMARY: ' '

Issues: ~ This report addregses an amendment to the Misaion
Valley Community FPlan and the Progreas Guide and Geangral
Plan to redesignate several hillside areas south of -
Interstate 8 from various commercial designations to open .
epace. In addition, other amendments to the Missjon Valley
Community Plan are proposed to correct boundary errors and
" add clarity to thes Plan regarding the Mission Yalley Wast
nght Rall Transit line and spacific plan areas,

Planping Commission Recommendation: = On January 23, 1992,
. the Plannling Commisslon voted 5 to 0 to Aapprove and-
* recommend city Council adoption of the proposed Hiss}on
Valley Community Plan/Ganaral Plan Amandment.

Manager's Recommendation: - APPROVE the propossd HiSBiDn
Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment..

wmm: - On February 5,
1992, the Misslon Valley Unified Planning Committee vpted
15-0—1 to approve the Mission Valley Community Plan[ngaral : -
Plan Amendment.

Other Recommendatlons: - On January 21, 1992, the Greatar
North Park Planning Committea voted 8-0-3 "to approve; the
Mission Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment. On
February 4, 1992, Uptown Planners voted 17-0-1 to approve
the project. Tha Normal Helghta and Kenaington-Talmadga
community planning groupe hava bean notified of the Qroposal 16
but have pot submitted recommendations to date.

—~ Z7IBY




‘DSDEAS DSDEAS - PacifigCoast Building!!? No canyon encroachmeail 7

Page 1|

From: "Jim Baross” <JimBaross@cox.net>

To: <dsdeas@sandlego.gav>

Date: Moan, Apr 2, 2007 11:33 AM

Subject: Pacific Coast Bullding!l? Mo canyon encroachmaent!

Elizabeth:

| amn current Chair of the Normal Heights Community Planning Group. |

am writing to Inform or remind you that the NHCPG was unanimously { 5.

opposed to and denied approval of this project. It should not be
allowed to be developed as planned,

| was notified that the project, Project 54384/SCH # pending on

Parcel # 43948024, is apparently being allowed 1o go forward by l(o
Davelopment Services aven though the glanning groups including the '
Normat Heights Community Planning Group and the Gity Counell,

apparently, were agalnst it - primarily for its building on what we

all had expectedfhoped to confinue to be protected Mission Valley slopes.

Jim Baross
619-280-6208

CC: Councilmember Toni Atkins
Melissa Davine
Monica Pelaez

cG: <toniatkins@@sandiego.gov>, *"Melissa Devine” <MDevine@sandiego.gov>,
<mpelasz@sandiego.gov>

16.

City ataff response(s) to Jim Baross electronic mail comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Praject No. 54384

This comment is nhoted.

The Development Services Department processes applications for proposed projects — it has no
authority to prohibit a project proponent from applying for a permils or projects. That authority
to approve or deny a project is vested in the City’s decision-making bodies. The project has not
been denied by the decision making authority, The applicant was directed by the City Council to
maodify the Environmental; Document and reappear before the Planning Commission. This MND
is a part of that process as directed.

17
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Elizaheth Shearer-Nguyen - Request for Withdrawal of Proect Parcel#543p4 Page 1|

From: “ellenshively” <ellanshively@sbcglobal. net> City staff response(s} to Ellen Shively electronic mail comment letter for
To: <ESHEARERNGUYEN@SanDiego.Gov> Pacific Coast Office Building, Froject Na, 54384
Date: 4A/2/2007 1:22:18 PM
Subject: Request for Withdrawal of Project Parcel#54384
Dear Ms Shearer.Nguyen:
Enclosed you will find compelling reasons to deny the approval for application for developing Parcel 7.

#54384-SCH - pending. | understand the deadline for public comments Is 4 April.
Thank you for reading this letter and acling in a respansibla way.

El'en Shively 5 17. This comment is noted.
Slerra Club representative for the Appeal

cec: . <DSDEA@SanDlego.Gov>



mailto:ellenshively@sbcglobal.not
mailto:ESHEARERNGUYEN@SanDiego.Gov
mailto:DSDEA@SanDlego.Gov

April 2, 2007

TO:Elizabeth Shearer-Npuyen
Development Services Department
San Diego, Ca 92102

Project No. 54384-SCH# Pending

Dear Ms, Schearer-Nguyen;

Please deny the above named project as applied for by Dr. Robert Pennock. This project
has gone round and round the circuit because the developers arc not adhering to the
guidelines as required at the last hearing officer, and by City Council.

The new Mitigated Negative Declaration is invalid as it does not follow City Council’s
direction to *review the alternatives to reduce the impacts to the land”! In fact, the most
recent proposal contains an alternative rejected at the hearing, and does not reduce the
visual and geologic impacts at all. CEQA is not given duc enforcement by this willful
neglect. ' . :

Page 46 of the September 26, 2006 Minutes of the City Council meeting states -the
following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club, San Diego,
Audubon, San Diego, Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley Preservation
Projerct:

"MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION} NO. 54384), REMAND THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS
DECISION MAKER WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TO
REDUCE THE IMPACTS, DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE THE
APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY
CHARTER." (CAPS are as seen in original.)

The above City Council divection "to revicw the alternatives to reduce the impacts" is
not found in the "new" MND. Rather, in the sccond sentence in the "new” MND quote
below, staff inserts their own language in its place and turns the City Council direction
upside down:

"UPDATE: City Council granted the nppeul and set aside the environmental " -
determination and remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (the Planning
Commission). In addition, City Council directed staff to provide additional information in
the document regarding the various project designs that had been considered by the
upplicant to allow the public to review the project's design process, aad to provide for
public input through the document re-cireulntion process™,

18.

19,

City staff reaponaels) to Ellen Shively comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No, 54384

Ms. Shearer-Nguyen is an empleyee of the Development Services Department, She does not
have the autharity to approve or deny the project. Her role is to analyze and disclose the
potential impacts of the proposed project. Please see responses No, 6 and 14 above.

Please see response number 9.



The "new" MND also neglects to state that the appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC

112.0520(f) which states:

"lhe lower decision-makers decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City

authorization shall be deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its
environmental determination and it decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 20.
authorization, in view of the action and where appropriate, any direction or instruction

from the City Council." J

In other words, the project's permits ("prior approvals") were rescinded by the City
Council's granting of the auppeal. Staff has not disclosed this or its implications in the
MND,

The "new" MND again proposes the same, exact design of building, 39 feet high, with 21,
the same total office building encroachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open
space--even though both the MND and permits for this were rejected.

Plense note: While the "new” MND does contain alternatives, {hey are those previously
rejected by city staff and/or the applicant/landowner. Feasible, reduced impacts
alternatives are not in this MND. Therefore, City Council direction "to review the
alternatives to reduce the impacts" has not been followed.

Rather, the same impacts are maintained as it is the exact project location and design-- 72
about 125 feet laterally up the steep slopes and 50 feet verticalty higher than the Mission ’
Valley Plan designated open space (roof to 200 foot elevation). .

In a March 6, 2007 email to City project manager Anne Jarque, , Rundy Berkman asked
how this "new" MND complies with City Council direction. No reply has been received
as of this date.

Thank you for your serious consideration and careful review of this latest MND on this 27,
parcel. Granting the building permit for this landowner will set a terrible precedent for

future applications — and “there goes our valleyl”.

Sincerely,

Ellen Shively
Member, Appealants for the Sierra Club

20.

21.

22.

23,

City staff response(s) o Ellen Shively comment letter for
Facific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

The effect of the Council’s granting the environmental determination appeal on September 26,
2006 was the vacation of the prior Hearing Officer and Planning Commission appravals of the
project. While there is no prohibition on including this information in the MNI, it does not add
to or change the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts, The intent of SDMC 112.0520(F) is 1o
allow the Planning Commission to re-review projects in thelr entirety, rather than a limited
review of the Environmental Document only. [n effect, the project will appear before the
Planeiing Commission in exactly the same position as the first Planning Commission Hearing
albeit with a modified MIND., These are procedural issues only with no bearing on the
environmental analysis, therefore a statement concerning the application of 112, 0520(F) was not
included with in the MND. .

‘The MNIJ is not a project proposal, it is an analysis of the applicant’s proposed project. The
Council did net reject the MND — it remanded the document back to the Planning Commission

‘for their reconsideration of its adequacy. City Council did not review the discretionary permit,

The Council’s review was limited solely to the adequacy of the environmental document.
Please sce response No, 9,

This comment is noted.
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i Elizabeth Shearer;Nguyen oBacilic Coast Office Bullding 5th MND comments: why 5th MND should be withdrawn ~~ Page 1

From: "Randy Barkman" <jrb223@holmail.com> ' City staff renponsels) lo Randy Berkman electronic mail comment letter for
To: <eshearernguyen@sandiego.gov> Facific Coast Office Building, Project No, 54384

Date: 414/2007 11:26:49 AM

Subject: Pacific Coast Office Building 5ih MND comments: why 5th MND should be withdrawn

> From: jrb223@hotmail.com
> To: dasdeas@sandiego.gov;

» CC; maguirre@sandiego.gov; sedwards@sandiego.gov; kheumann@sandlego.gov; 24, Per Mr. Berkman’s message, the following comments provided were fromn the first two pages of
jmadaffer@sandiego.gov; ris@sandiego.edu; bmaisnschein@sandiegos.gov; his comment letter. Staff has responded to his comments, please refer to respoense nos. 25
kevinfaulconer@sandiego gov; pburnham@sandiego.gov; anihonyyoung@sandlego.goy; through 59.

shill@sandiego.gov; toniatkins@sandiedgo.gov; benhueso@sandlego.gov; scottpeters@sandiego gov;
donnafrye@sandiego.gov: savewellands@cox.net; galt@cis.com; tmullaneyellenshively@sbcglobal.net;
lerryweiner@sbcglobal.net; jelliot@pachell.net; davidapatt@aol.com; paugh@cox.net;
jimbellob@hotmail.com; tmullaney@aol.com

> Subject: Pacific Coast Office Building 5th MND comments: why 5th MND should be withdrawn

> Date: Wed, 4 Apr 2007 11:25:29 -0700

>

S

> City stafl:

> .

> Below ara the first 2 pages of comments on the 5th MND. Full comments are attached to this email. To
observe the City Council direction {stated as part of the Appeal of the MND granted 9-28-06) “lo review the
alternatives to reduce the impacts” (from City Council Minutes webpagae), and page 1 of the MND which
mis-states this required by San Diego Municlpal Code City Council direction, see:

> hitp:/fwww.angelfire comiwyfrvpp/pacificcoastofficebuilding.htmi

>

> ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COAST CFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS
ON 5th MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION {MND) (by Randy Berkman; RVPP}

>

> 5th MND INVALID SINCE IT MIS-STATES CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION AND DOES NOT FOLLOW
CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION "TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS." THIS
DIRECTION MUST BE FOLLOWED PURSUANT TO THE CITY CODE UNDER WHICH THE APPEAL
WAS GRANTED (112.0520(f}), 'LL‘
> .
> 5th MND FPROPOSES THE ALTERNATIVE REJECTED BY CITY COUNCIL WITHOUT DISCLOSING
THIS TO THE PUBLIC. IMPACTS ARE MAINTAINED AND NOT REDUCED—CONTRARY TO CITY
COUNCIL DIRECTION. 5th MND SHOULD THEREFORE 8E WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION,
ANY FUTURE CEQA DOCUMENT MUST FOLLOW CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION.

>

> Page 46 of the September 28, 2006 Minutes (Attachment 28) of the City Council meeting slates the
following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Slerra Club, San Diego, Audubon, San Diego,
Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley Preservation Project:

>

= "MOTION BY FRYE TQO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE
ENVIRONMENTALDETERMINATION {MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION) NO. 54384). REMAND
THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE
ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE \MPACTS. DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE

> THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY CHATER." (CAPS in

21
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| Elizabeth Shearar-Nguyen - Pacific Coast Office Building 5th MND comments: why 5th MND should bé withdrawn

Pagé 2

original). (Attachment 26)
>

> The above City Council directicn "to review the atternatives to reduce the Impacts”® is not found In the "
new" MND. Rather, in the second sentence in the *new” MND guale below, staff inserts their own
language {re-wiiting the City Code o gain project approval). This turng the City Councll direction upside
down and negates City Council's authosity to anforce CEQA {Pages 1, 4 of MND}:

=

> "UPDATE:

> Cily Councll granted the appeal and set aside the environmental determination and remandad the
malter to the previous decision maker (the Planning Commission), [n addition, City Council directed staff
to pravide additionat information in tha document regarding the various project designs that had been
considered by the applicant to allow the public to review the project's design process, and lo provide for
publle input through the document re-clrculation process.” (attachment 27)

>

> Such non-compliant re-writing of City Council direction makes the 5th MND invalid, Who is responsible
for mis-staling this direction? Was any Councilmember consulted for complying with City Council
direction?

>

> The 5th MND also neglects to slate that lhe appeal was granted pursuant to SOMC 112.0620(fwhich
slates:

>

> “the lower decision-makers decision to grant the entilements, approval or City authorization shall be
deamed vacated and the lowar decision maker shall reconslider its environmental determination and its
decision to grant the entitlerents, approval or City authorization, In view of the action and where
appropriate, any direction or instruction from the City Counci.” {Attachment 28).

>

> In other words, the project's permils ("prior approvals™) were rescinded by the City Council's granting of
the appeal. Stafl has nol disclosed this or its implications in the MND.
>

> The "new” MND proposes the same, exact design of bullding, 39 feet high, with the same lotal office
building encreachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open space--even though both the MND and
permits for this were rejected. While the "new” MND does contain gllernalives, they are those previously
rejected by city staff and/or the applicanttandowner (pp. 4-8; Figures 4-10). Feasibls, reduced impacts
alternalives are not in this MND. Therefore, City Council direction "{o review the alternatives to reduce lhe
impacts” has not been Tollowad. Rather, the same impacts are maintained as it is the exact project
locatlon and design—about 126 feet laterally up the steep slopes and 50 feet vertically higher than the
Mission Valley Plan designatad open space (roof to 200 foot elevation). .

>

> In a March 6, 2007 email to City project manager Anne Jarque, | asked how this "new” MND complies
with City Council direction. No reply was received. ’
>

> Aftorney Robert Simmons recently wrota tha following in regards to this "new” MND:

>

> "thera is a general rule of law--callad "Res Adjudicata™—that would seem ta apply, This rule prohibits a
reconsidezation of an issua that has already been ruled upon on Its merits. You can find material, plus
citations, on this doctrine in the fatest Issue of CALIFORNIA JURISPRUDENCE."

>

> Since staff has not followed City Council's direction “to review the alternalives to reduce
>

VvV VYV

>

> Your friends are close to you. Keep them that way.
> http://spaces.live.com/signup.aspx

M-

|
i

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman electronic mail commaent tetter for .

Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 ~

This Page Intentionally Left Blank,
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City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman electronic mail comment letter for .
—_— Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

It's tax season, make sure to follow thesa few simple tips
http:/articles. moneycentral. msn.com/Taxes/PreparationTips/PreparationTips.aspx?icid=WLMartagline
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ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COAST
OFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS ON 5th MITIGATED NEGATIVE

DECLARATION (MND) ({(by Randy Berkman; RVPP)

5% MND INVALID SINCE IT MIS-STATES CITY
COUNCIL DIRECTION AND DOES NOT FOLLOW CITY
COUNCIL DIRECTION ''TO REVIEW THE
ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS.’'' THIS
DIRECTION MUST BE FOLLOWED PURSUANT TOC THE
CITY CODE UNDER WHICH THE APPEAL WAS GRANTED
(112.0520(£)).

5th MND PROPOSES THE ALTERNATIVE REJECTED BY
CITY COUNCIL WITHOUT DISCLOSING THIS TQ THE
PUBLIC. IMPACTS ARE MAINTAINED AND NOT
REDUCED—CONTRARY TO CITY COUNCIL DIRECTICN.
5th MND SHOULD THEREFORE BE WITHDRAWN FROM
CONSIDERATION. ANY FUTURE CEQA DOQCUMENT MUST
FOLLOW CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION.

Page 46 of the September 26, 2006 Minutes (Attachment 26} of the City Council meeting
states the following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club, San
Diego, Auduban, San Diego, Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley
Preservation Project:

"MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE
ENVIRONMENTALDETERMINATION (MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION)
NO, 54384). REMAND THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER
WITH DTRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TQO REDUCE THE
IMPACTS. DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE

THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY
CHATER." (CAPS in onginal). (Attachment 26)

The above City Council direction '‘to review the
alternatives tc reduce the impacts’’ is not found in the
‘‘mew’’ MND. Rather, in the second sentence in the ‘'new’’
MND quote below, staff inserts their own language (re-
writing the City Code to gain project approval). This turns
the City Council direction upside down and negates City
Council’s authority to enforce CEQA (Pages 1, 4 of MND):

"UPDATE:
City Couneil granted the appeal and set aside the environmental determination and
remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (the Planning Commission). In

"-ﬁ‘

25

25.

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman electronic mail comment letter for .

Please response No, 9.

Parific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

24



addition, City Council directed staff to provide additional
information in the deocument regarding the various project
designs that had been considered by the applicant te allow
the public to review the project's design process, and to
provide for public input through the document re-
circulation process.’' (attachment27)

Such non-compliant re-writing of City Council direction makes the 5th MND invalid.
Who is responsible for mis-stating this direction? Was any Councilmember-consulted for
complying with City Council direction?

The 5% MND also neglects to state that the appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC
112.0520(f)which states:

"the lower decision-makers decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City
authorization shall be deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its
environmental determination and its decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City
authorization, in view of the action and where appropriate, any direction or instruction
from the City Council." (Attachment 28).

In other words, the project's penmnits ("prior approvals") were rescinded by the City
Council's granting of the appeal. Staff has not disclosed this ar its implications’in the
MND.

The "new" MND proposes the same, exact design of building, 39 fect high, with the
same total office building encroachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open
space--even though both the MND and permits for this were rejected. While the "new"
MND docs contain alternatives, they are those previously rejected by city staff and/or the
applicant/landowner (pp. 4-8; Figures 4-10). Feasible, reduced impacts alternatives are
not in this MND. Thercfore, City Council direction "o review the alternatives to reduce
the impacts” has not been followed. Rather, the same impacts are maintained
as it is the exact project location and design--about 125 feet laterally up the stecp slopes
and 50 feet vertically higher than the Mission Valley Plan designated open space (roof to
200 foot elevation). .

In a March 6, 2007 email to City project manager Anne Jarque, 1 asked how this "new"
MND complies with City Council direction. No reply was received.

Attomey Robert Simmons recenily wrote the following in regards to this “new” MND:

"there is a general rule of law--called "Res Adjudicala”--that would scem to apply. This
nale prohibits a reconsideration of an issue that has already been ruled upon on its merits,
You can find material, plus citations, on this doctrine in the latest issue of CALIFORNIA
JURISPRUDENCE."

1.

B

26.

27.

28.

. '
City staff reaponse(s) to Randy Berkman electronic mail comment letter for .
Pacific Coast Olfice Building, Project No, 54384 '

Please see response No. 18.

Please see response No. 9.

It is unclear to staff how this comment relates te the adequacy of the environmental
analysis of the proposed project, and staff is unable to respond to the comment.
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Since staff has not lollowed City Council’s direction “to review the alternatives to reduce
the impacts,” the MND is invalid and should be withdrawn.

1992 MVCP PLAN AMENDMENT PROTECTED THIS SPECIFIC PARCEL FROM
DEVELOPMENT ABOVE THE 150 FOOT CONTCUR LINE. 1992 CITY
MANAGER INFORMED CITY COUNCIL A REZONE WOULD NOT BE
NECESSARY THEN SINCE SITES WERE ALREADY SEVERELY RESTRICTED
FROM DEVELOPMENT. THIS COUNTERS DSD/APPLICANT ARGUMENT THAT
CO ZONE “'ENTITLES’'' DEVELOPMENT ABCVE 150 FOOT LINE. THIS
INFCRMATION WAS PROVIDED TO CITY STAFF IN OCTOBER, 2006, YET
NOT DISCLCSED IN THE '‘NEW’' MND.

In October, 2006, [ emailed City project manager, Anne Jarque that [ had uncovered new
information about this land’s history. This email was not answered, A prior Missicn
Valley Plan amendment (April 21, 1992) changed the Mission Valley Plan land use
designalion from Commereial —~Office to Open Space for the Pacific Coast Office
Building property (then owned by the Willenbergs), This particular land was one of 5
groups of parcets listed for change from Commercial designations to open space
designation. This prior legislative act and intent of City Council for this particular
property was not disclosed to pubiic or decision makers in the 2005-06 eavironmentat
reviews of the project. Page 2 of the Planning Department Report {(January 16, 2992) to
the Planning Commission states:

“BACKGROUND

During the July, 1990 City Council hearings on the Mission Valley planned District
Ordinance (PDO), the issue of hillside protection south of Interstate 8 (I-8) was
discussed. The City Council voted to retain the R1-40000 zoning on five site ssouth of I-
8 which are illustrated as Sites A through E on Attachment la, The council also directed
the Planning Department to initiate a community plan amendment for keeping the slopes
in open space. As proposed below, the Planning Department is proposing that a portion
of Sites A through E[Pacific Coast lot is site D] and other hillside areas south of 1-8 be re-
designated to open space on the Mission Valley Plan Land Use Map.”

Page 4 of the 1992 City Manager Report to City Council (and page 3 of the 1992
Planning Department Report) state:

‘'No rezones are proposed as part of the Planning
Department ‘s open space recommendation. Development on the
remaining areas above the 150 -foot contour level is already
gseverely restricted by the Mission Valley Community Plan,
Planned District Ordinance and Development Intensity
District Ordinance. Thus, no rezones are considered
necessary at this time.*’ (Attachment 29, p. 4)

The intent of the unanimous 1992 City Council {and Planning Commission) was to
protect this particular parcel from development above the 150 foot line. Why isn’t this
information in the MND? Since it was the clear intent of the 1992 City Council to protect

24.

30,

29,

30,

31

City slaff responsels) fo Randy Berkman electronic mail comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

Please see response number 11,

The MND does net claim the applicant is “entitled” to the proposed development. The MND
analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the proposal.

The redesignation of several southern hillside areas to open space as part of the April 21, 1992
City Council action identifies that only a portion of parcel 439-480-24, which is the subject
property, was redesignated to open space. In the 1992 City Council action, the subject parcel was
not designated in it's entirety as open space. Only a portion of the subject site was designated
open space as referenced in the attachments to R-279807, “ Amendment to the Mission Valley
Community Plan.” The Mission Valley Community Plan states that no-large scale development
should cut or grade, or extend above the 150" elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given
that abutting parcels include development that is up 1o 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average
30,000 3q. ft., staff determined that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be
considered small-scale. In addition, the purpese and intent of the communily plan policies
regarding development limitations above the 150" contour is for the preservation of the valleys
hillside areas. The community plan’s objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92
acres of the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed for
development.
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this parcel from development (above 150 foot line), it is even more clear now that it
would take a new legislative act of City Council to allow building above the 150 foot line
on this parcel, This shows conclusively that this proposal is Process 5/MVCP
Amendment required.

HISTORY OF STAFF OMISSIONS OF PROJECT'S LEGAL CONFLICTS SHOW
STAFF IS NOT OBJECTIVE REVIEWING THIS PROPOSAL, SUCH
OMISSIONS PERSIST IN “*NEW’' MND. PROJECT HISTORY ALSO
SHOWS HOW CEQA PRQCESS WAS THWARTED

In November 2003, the applicant/landowner, Dr. Robert Pollack submitted a document to
the City which asked if any deviations would be required as part of his building plans for
this property. He wrote that an exception to the Mission Valley Planned District
Ordinance (MVPDO) would be required for exceeding the 150 foot elevation restriction
of the PDO {Attachment 30, p. 2). However, this was not disclosed in the Drafi of first
Final MND. WHY?

Eric Howlby and Randy Berkman painted out that the MNI was false and misleading at
the November 2, 2005 hearing—due to the omission of the aforementioned conflicts with
the MYCP and PDO 150 foot elevation restrictions. Staff replied that the plan met an
Exception to the PDO. The Hearing Officer continued the Hearing until January 18. He
also instructed staff to re-circulate the CEQA document and review less damaging
options; along with accurately describing the proposal’s conflicts with the PDO and
MVCP. The MND was revised without re-circulation for public comment and reissued
January 3, 2006. The January 18 Hearing was canceled since City Attorney David Miller
found that a Deviation from Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations waos being
proposed due to non-compliant retaining walls and that made this a Process 4 to be
scheduled first at Planning Commission.. After receiving letters from two landowner
consultants and review by City soils expent, Mr. Miller issued a Legal Opinion that the
retaining walls wete not deviating from ESL regulations (serving as soil stabilization
rather than eroston control) and authorized scheduling of a Process 3 Hearing as was the
case in November, 2005. On January 3, 2006, the Normal Heights Planning Group voted
10-0 to oppose the project. The MND was revised for a second time without re-
circulation for public comment and re-issued March 31, The revised MNDs added new
discussions of land use and visual impacts. In May, 2006, the Mission Valley
Community Counci! voted 6-0-1 to oppose the project. When the Mission Valley
Unified Planning Group (MVUPG) approved the project in September , 2005, it had not
been disclosed that a PDO Exception would be required as the applicant informed the
City in November 2003. This troubling non-disclosure thwarted objective public review.
For example, Gail Thompson, a member of MVUPG voted to approve the project in
September, 2005, After he leamned that the proposal was secking an Exception 1o the
PDO, he voted to Appeal the Hearing Officer approval at a May, 2006 meeting of
MVUPG and spoke against the project at the City Council hearing. Similarly, Normal
Heights residents learned of this conflict with the PDC in a December, 2005 READER
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City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman clectronie mail comment letter for .
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

Planning staff did make the comment, based on a conceptual development plan submitted as part
of a Preliminary Review, that an amendment to the Mission Valley Community Plan would be
required for development above the 150" contour line, With the applicant’s formal project
submittal, the application included a request for an exception to the Mission Valley PO for
development above the 150" contour. Upon refinement of the project plans, and review of a full
submittal, the Planning Department determined that it could consider a project on the site
without a community plan amendment. This is based in part on a previous discretional approval -
by the City Council that determined the line between open space and development for this
particular property. The MVPIXO does allow deviations to developing above the 15¢° contour
line under certain circumstances. In this case, the deviation seemed more appropriate than a
community plan amendment that might establish exceptions that could apply elsewhere.

The MND contains an analysis of the proposed project’s environmental impacts, [t is not
intended to be an exhaustive history of all communications and inlerim determinations that took
piace during the review process. Please see response No, ¢ regarding the required contents of an
MND. '

These comments regatding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous,
MND, and CEQA case law are noted.

At the May 2006 meeting of the Mission Valley Comnmunity Planning Committee, the planning
group had as an agenda item the reconsideration of their vote on the proposed project. Given the
fact that the project was on appeal to the Planning Commission at that time, the planning group
felt it necessary to discuss the appeal issues, and perhaps revisit their original recommendation of
approval on this project. The planning group has a project review sub-committee that earlier in
the week had discussed the proposed project, the environmental decument and the appeal issues.
The opinion of the sub-committee was that there were no new issues that would warrant
reconsideration of the project. The planning group went on to discuss that they believed the
project issues had been wetl vetied throughout the review process, and the planning group felt
they had done a thorough review of the proposed project, including consideration of the
exception to the PDO. The planning group did not find it necessary to reconsider or revisit their
vote on the proposed project, and let their originat recommendation of approval stand.
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arttcle—rather than in the CEQA document (Sée Attachment 12, Page 3, letler from Dave
Potter to Hearing Officer Teasley).

1. 1* Draft MND (September 2005) Reply #2 misleads when it states project "partially
intrudes into open space” when TOTAL BUILDING IS PROPOSED IN
DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE OF MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN
(MVCP). Reply 2b is also misleading .. .allowing only a limited intrusion into the
Open Space designation.” Locating an entire building in MVCP open space would be
a precedent and is clear evidence of a significant land use impact under City’'s CEQA
threshelds for land use (Attachment 16). This surpasses threshold for EIR
preparation. Can staff cite any building in San Diego built entirely within community
pian designated open space? If so, please list the address and circumstances of its
approval including date.

2. MND states that building below the MVCP and MVPDO 150 foot elevation

restrictions would be “an unnecessary hardship on the ability to develop the land.”

However, a building below 150 line is feasible (Attachments 13, 14). The MND is

inaccurate and misleading regarding this central issue. ]

3. MND Reply #2 states that the present version of plan "reduces impacts” compared to

prior version . However, 2004 version was 20 feet vertically down-slope frotm current

proposal—starting at base pad of 140 feet elevation rather than current 160 foot clevation

(See Attachments 14, 23 for 2004 plan).

4. MND Page 1, states project is "2 story” when it is 3 levels, 39 feet high.

5. MND Reply #2a-g, included reasons that MVCP Amendment is allegedly not

required. These were unauthorized, staft action to circumvent the MVCP open space

protections. These invalid reasons made the MND fundamentally inadequate and
misleading. The “new” MND does not deal with the MVCP Plan amendment issue even
though landowner’s attorney, Michael McDade acknowledged that building above the

150 foot elevation is “prohibited” by the MVCP open space protections (in spite of CO

zone). (Attachment 7).

6. 1 Dralt MND Reply #2 and Reply #3 were false and misleading. Both replies suggest

that the proposal is congistent with the land use designation of the MVCP. Al the June L5

Planning Commission Hearing, staff acknowledged for the first time that the entire

building would be in MVCP open space. .

7. City Reply 2c stated that grading “minimaily disturbs the natural terrain.” The truth is

that 6300 cubic yards (630 dump truck loads of steep hillside containing endangered

Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS)) would be excavated—7590 cubic yards/acre. Pursuant o the

1978 EIR for & similar sized office building on the same site (never built), this amount

exceeds the 6000 cubic yards/praded acre threshold which is the HIGHEST LEVEL OF

IMPACT (Attachment 4). This impact also triggers an EIR as it conflicts with

environmental objectives of the MVCP.

8. Conflicts with environmental objectives/open space of MVCP are further evidence of

land use impacts pursuant to the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds.

9. Staff incorrectly used City's 2004 DRAFT Significance Thresholds for review of Land

Use impacts (conflicts with MVCP environmental objectives, land use designation

“may” be considered significant rather than “will” be considered significant as stated in
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City staff responsels) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

The subject property is split designated, “Commercial-Office” and “Open space.” With the
approval of a PCD in 1977, the project approval included a corresponding rezone of a
development footprint, 1.08 acres, to “Commercial-Office.” The City Council approval of the
PCD also included the establishment of an open space easement on the remaining 3.8 acres of the
site, further memorializing the line between open space and development. When the Mission
Valley Planned District Ordinance was established in 1990, the rezone of the site from CO to MV-
CO used the same boundary, scemingly acknowledging that boundary for development, With
these actions, there appears to have been an expectation of developiment on that portion of the
site zoned for Commerctal Office, which is what the applicant is proposing. The proposed
development does not conflict with the community plan. The project proposed is within the
licnits established for development, outside of the open space easernent, and within the area
zoned for Commercial Office development. In addition, the purpose and intent of the
community plan policies regarding plan designated open space is for the preservation of the
valleys hillside areas. The community plan’s objectives for hillside preservation are being met
with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space casement that is not proposed
for deveiopment.

The site constraints of the 150" contour result in a narrow portion of land that measures 20 feet in
width by 285" in length leading to a triangular portion that measures approximately 160" by 60
feet, The minimum drive aisles and setbacks required would limit the area for development even
further. On an individual project basis, the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance allows [or
the criteria of the planned district to be increased or decreased when the following is applicable:
due to special conditions or exceptional characteristics of the property, or of its location or
surroundings, strict interpretation of the criteria of the planned district would result in unusual
difficulties or unnecessary hardship or would be inconsistent with the general purpose of the
planned district. Due to the topography of the site, limiting the development area of the property
to below the 150 foot contour line would present an unnecessary hardship on the ability to
develop the land. The purpose and intent of the community plan policies regarding
development limitations above the 150" contour is for the preservation of the valleys hillside
areas. The community plan’s objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of
the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed for development,

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the cilations from the previous
MND, and CBQA case law are noted.
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40,

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

The proposed project is within the limits established for development by the previous City
Council action in 1977, and outside of the open space easement. The Mission Valley Community
Plan states that no-large scale development should cut or grade, or extend above the 150
elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutting parcels include development that
is up to 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft,, staff determined that the proposed
structure of less than 10,800 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. Also, the 1992 amendments to
the Mission valley Community Plan that resulted in redestgnated some southern hillside areas to
open space idertifies that only a portion of the subject site was redesignated to open space, not
the whole parcel in its entirety. In addition, the purpose and intent of the community plan
policies regarding development limitations above the 150" contour is far the preservation of the
valleys hillside areas, The community plan’s objectives for hillside preservation are being met
with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed
for development. Therefore, a community plan amendment is not required.

The subject property is split-designated, *Commercial-Office” and "Open Space”, with the
“QOpen Space” line at the 150° contour, A portion of the project is within plan-designated open
space, but outside of the open space casetnent that had been set aside with the previous City
Council action in 1977. The previous City Council action established a footprint for development
of the site, and put the remainder of the property within an open space easement. The project
proposed is within the limits established for development by the 1977 City Council action, and
outside of the open space easement. When the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance was
established in 1990, the rezone of the site from CO to MV-CO used the same boundary, seemingly
acknowledging that boundary for development. With these actions, there appears to have been
an expectation of development on that portion of the site zoned for cornmercial/office - which is
what the applicant is proposing. The proposed development does not conflict with the
community plan. The project proposed is within the limits established for development, outside
of the open space easement, and within the area zoned for Commercial Gffice development. In
addition, the purpese and intent of the community plan policies regarding development
limitations above the 150" contour is for the preservation of the valleys hillside arcas. The
community plan’s objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94
acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed for development.

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MND, and CEQA case law are noted.
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the prior City CEQA Thresholds (Attachment 16). Under CEQA Section 15067.4(b), the
thresholds used in CEQA reviews “must be adopted by resolution, ordinance, rule or
regulation”; and have not been. Also, under CEQA, if there is lack of clarity interpreting
CEQA language, the interpretation which affords the greatest environmental protection is
to be utilized. Staff repeatedly ignores this CEQA requirement. (See: CEQA must be
interpreted “to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the
reasonable scope of the statutory Janguage.” {quoting Friends of Mammoth v. County of

‘Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 247, 259)).

10, 1% MND Reply #4 was inaccurate and misleading *...design is consistent with ESL
and MVPDO regulations.” ESL regulations require consistenicy with Land
Development Manual steep hiitsides guidelines. Land Development Manual requires
“minimized use” of retaining walls, This is not accomplished since nine retaining
walls would be aver 1600 feet long. Also, the entire building would be above the 150
foot line of the MVPDO,

11, The fifth reason in support of no MVCP Amendment is "Approximately 80% of the
parce! is in an open space easement.” Again, this is irrelevant to the project exceeding the
MVCP and SDMC 150 {oot elevation limit. It is relevant to note that forming the open
space easement was “mitigation” for the 1978 praject. However, even with that
mitigation, the Planning Department found the impacts to the open space zone above 150
feet--would still be unmitigated (See: Attachment 5). Also, as previously stated, the
Open Space Easement will likely be permanently impacted for brush management/fire
prevention. One half of the CSS would be removed from Zone 2; and all C88 removed
from Zone 1. The remainder will have to be regularly pruned from heights of 4 feet or
more {o a height of six inches.

Also, the up-slope extension of Scheidler Way is not shown on MVCP diagrams or
referred fo in the text. Extending a road into steep slopes/Coastal Sage Scrub/designated
apen space is a clear trigger of a land use impact under the City’s CEQA thresholds for
Land Use (See: Attachment 16). )

LACK OF DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS WITH ENVIRONMENTAL
REGULATIONS MAKES MND FUNDAMENTALLY MISLEADING AND
INADEQUATE; OTHER REASONS EIR REQUIRED

1. Under CEQA, conflicts with environmental faws are evidence of significant impacts
(See CEQA case: Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency, 116
Cal. App. 4th 1099 (2004).

“Such thresholds can be drawn from existing environmental standards, such as other
statutes or regulations. "[A] lead agency's use of existing envirommental standards in
determining the significance of a project's environmental impacts is an effective means of
promoting consistency in significance determinations and integrating CEQA
environmental review activities with other envirenmental program planning and
regulation.” {Communities for a Better Environment v, California Resources Agency,
supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at p. 1t1.). This proposal conflicts with City’s Land
Development Manual, P. 52 (Attachment 19) which requires “minimized use” of

41.

42,

43.

44,

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment leiter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

The Land Development Manual Steep Hillside Guidelines does not require the

“minimized use of retaining walls,” The Design Standards for commercial development state
that retaining walls could be used in three ways. First, they can be incorporated into the design
of the structure so that they become part of the structure. Second, if retaining walls are proposed
adjacent 1o open space, they shall be broken into multiple stepped walls. Third, gravity (crib)
walls can be used, regardless of height, provided that landscaping and irrigation are provided.

The project complies with all three, incorporating retaining walls into the structure, designing a
system of stepped walls, and landscaping and irrigating crib walls.

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MND, and CEQA case law are noted.

Scheidler Way is a local street, and typically local streets are often not shown as part of a
comnuinity plan’'s Circulation Element street classification system.

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MND, and CEQA case law are ngted,
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retaining walls. This conflict was not disclosed or reviewed in the MNDs—making the

MND misleading and inadequate. Project proposes nine retaining walls over 1600 feet

total length—probably the longest private use of such walls in city history. Conflict with

this steep hillside regulatory standard is evidence of significant impacts to land use,
public safety, and visual quality,

2, Alternative Compliance {deletion of) brush management (as proposed May 31,
2006/4" MND revision; and the current, 5™ edition of MND? is not allowed according
to the Land Development Manual (Attachment 18), Couflict with this regulatory
standard is evidence that brush management impacts are “reascnably foresceable” and
must be reviewed in an EIR since a CSS mitigation area’Open Space Easement is
likely to be impacted afler fire staff declares “imminent fire hazard” during dry
season. (Attachment ).

kN Fihdings of Planning Department, unanimous Planning Commission for 1978 similar

sized office building on same site are clear evidence of unmitigated impacts as an EIR

was done/Notice of Determination filed with “significant effect on the environment.”

This prior review was objective and recognized the precedent nature of opening the

higher south slopes of Mission Valley for development. Opening the higher south slopes

to development triggers a Mandatory Finding of Significance/EIR.

4, Court recognized CEQA expert Dave Potter wrote that EIR is required (Attachment

13).

5. Conllicts with MYPDO: "Development, including road construction above the 150-

foot contour line shall not occur.”" (Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance

103.213(A)). .

6. MND states MVPDO Exception should be granted for invalid reasons, NONE of the

8800 square feet of land below the 150 foot contour line is proposed to be used for the

building itself! The 2004 plan did plan to use land below 150 foot line.

7. Additional Development Permit Findings for Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)

Conflicts:

A. "minimum disturbance to ESL.” Reduced Impacts Option over smaller footprint

(Attachments 13, 14} shows proposal is not consistent with this required by Code

Finding. This is evidence of significant impacts 1o land use and CSS. Issue not reviewed

in MND makes MND inadequate.

8. “The preposed development will minimize the alteration of natural landforms....”

The proposal is inconsistent with this required by Code Finding—evidence of significant ~

impacts to land use and CSS. This is evidence this is Process 4 on these issues (since

deviations from ESL regulations are implicit }—and these conflicts with Codes for
correct Process (3,4,5) have not been addressed in the MND,

1. The MVPDO 103.2101 requires that the proposal be consistent with the community
plan. City Code 126.0504(a)(1} requires that the applicable land use plan is not
“adversely effected.” Since the whole building would be in MVCP open space, it is
not consisteat with the MVCP; and the open space protections of the MYCP would be
adversely effected. This is evidence of significant land use, CSS and public safety
impacts.

2. City Code 126.0504(b)(4) refers to MSCP which requires projects to be consistent
with the land use designation of the community Plan. This is nol consistent with

it
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City stalf respanae(s) lo Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

Refer to response number 36.

The project minimizes the disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands and the alteration of
natural landforms by incorporating the Steep Hillside Guidelines for commercia! development.
The site improvements are designed and sited such that the development areas are located at
varying etevations. The design, size, and placement takes into constderation the location of
surrounding developments and is sited and orientated in order to create a view corridor 1o the
hillside and open space. The structure is stepped to follow the natural line of existing
topography, and is set inta the hillside to blend the structure into the site, The structure is
articulated, providing effsetting planes, varying roof pitches and architectural details to further
blend the structure into the site and recuce bulk and scale. Split level driveways lead to separate
parking areas instead of one large parking lot. Parking areas are both incorporated into the
structure for tuck-under parking, and are set back from the hitlside and buffered with berms and
landscaping. Rather than one type of retaining wall, various types of retaining walls are utilized.
They are incorporated into the siructure, have varying heights, are stepped, and are landscaped.

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MND, and CEQA case law are noted.
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MSCP since it is proposed entirely in designated open space. The conflict with this L.
code is evidence of significant land use, public safety, CS8, visual quality, and Cond
cumulative/precedent setting impacts of opening the higher south slopes to building. —

3. City Code 126,0504(b)(1) requires “minimum disturbance” to ESL." 126.0504(b)(2)

requires proposals “minimize alteration of the natural landforms.”” Conflicts with these

codes are described in these comments and are evidence of significant impacts to steep ug

hillsides, CSS, land use, visual quality, and cumulative/precedent setting impacis. That ’

these ESL conflicts were not reviewed in the MND or subjected to CEQA required public L

comment—rmakes the MND fundamentally inadeguate and misleading.

ENTIRE BUILDING PROPQSED IN DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE IS

SICGHIFICANT LAND USE IMPACT PURSUANT TO CITY'S CEQA L\C\_
SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS. THIS UNMITIGATED

IMPACT IS5 CLEAR TRIGGER OF EIR REQUIREMENT

“Development criented toward the valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor
should not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (Mission Vatley Community
Plan (MVCP); Attachment 7, Page 3))

Further evidence that the proposal conflicts with the MYCP open space lund use s
designation: is seen in a 2004 letter from landowner attorney, J. Michael McDade: O.

"The MVCP Open Space Plan, which was adopted in 1985, protects hillsides from ANY
(CAPS ADDED} development above the 150-foot contour line....” (Attachment 7, Page

1)

Mr. McDade's letter is also persuasive evidence that this proposal is a significant land use 5,
impact,

Development Services staff also made written comments that such » proposal above the T
150 foot elevation line conflicts with the MVCP. This conflict again is evidence of a

~land use impact/EIR requirement. Irenically, this prior plan was proposed 20 feet ‘S 2.
LOWER vertically down-slope. The current proposal would have even more impacts
since it would be 20 feet HIGHER vertically up-slope. Staff was requiring a MVCP
Amendment for a lower/less visually intrusive oplion.

A "Cycle Issues” Report section dated 1/30/04, written by Renee Mczo, states:

"(Process 5 due to Plan Amendment- See Long Range comments, p.8)"

"The Mission Valley Community Plan states that hillsides above the 150 foot contour i
should be designated open space and that hillsides below the 150 foot contour should be

low intensity development. A plan amendment would be required to develop above the 5%

150 foot contour." (City Planner John Wilhoit}

{The 2 aforementioned pages of the Cycle Issues Report are Attachment 8). _\,_

48,
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City saff response(s} to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Bujlding, Project No, 54384

Refer to response number 46.
This comment has been noted.,

These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MND, and CEQA case law are noted,

Refer to response number 38.
Refer to response number 38.

Planning staff did make the comment, based on a conceptual development plan submitted as part
of a Preliminary Review, that an amendment to the Mission Valley Community an would be
required for development above the 150" contour line. With the applicant’s formal project
submittal, the application included a request fo1 an exception to the Mission Valley PDO for
development above the 150" contour. Upon refinement of the project plans, and review of a fuil
submittal, the Planning Department determined that it could consider a project on the site
without a commaunity plan amendment, This is based in part on a previous discretional approval
by the City Council that determined the line between open space and development for this
particular property. The MVPDO does allow deviations te developing above the 150" contour
line under certain circumstances. In this case, the deviation seemed more appropriate than a
comemunity plan amendment that might establish exceptions that could apply elsewhere. The
Mission Valley Community Plan states that no-large scale development should cut or grade, or
extend above the 150" elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutting parcels
include development that is up to 71,000 sq. ft in floor arca, and average 30,000 sq. ft., staff
determined that the proposed structure 'of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered smail-scale,
Also, the 1992 amendments to the Mission valley Community Plan that resulted in redesignated
some southern hillside areas to open space identifies that only a portion of the subject site was
redesignated to epen space, not the whole parcel in its entirety. The purpose and intent of the
community plan policies regarding development limitations above the 15 contour is for the
preservation of the valleys hillside areas. The community plan’s abjectives for hillside
preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space
easement that is not proposed for development, ‘Therefore, a community plan amendment is not
required.
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The City’s DRAFT CEQA significance determination thresholds (2004) wers incorrectly
used by staff in review of the MND's Land Use impacts, CEQA Section 15067.4(b),
clearly states that CEQA thresholds must be adopted by resolution, ordinance, rule or
regulation 1o be utilized in CEQA review:

“Thresholds of significance to be edopted for general use as part of the lead agency's
environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or
regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by
substantial evidence.”

The 2004 DRAFT Thresholds have not been adopted and so are not to be used in CEQA
reviews. These DRAFT Thresholds state: “The following may be considered significant
land use impacts: 1. Inconsistency/conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or
puidelines of a community or. general plan, 4. Development or conversion of general
plan or community plan designated open space or prime farmland to a more intensive
use.” The prior CEQA thresholds are applicable. The prior thresholds for Land Use
Impacts assessmen state the same WITH ONE IMPORTANT DIFFERENCE: “will be
considered significant land use impact” rather than “‘may be considered signiftcant land
use impacts.” If there is any lack of clarity in interpreting CEQA language, the
interpretation which affords the greatest environmental protection is to be utilized. This
proposal’s entire office building encreachment into MVCP designated open space
READILY MEETS EITHER THRESHOLD and triggers an EIR. The base pad is about
160 foot clevation, grading extends to about 190 feet, and the building’s roof 1o 200 feet,
with retaining walls up-stope.

LAND USE IMPACTS DUE TO EXTENSION OF SCHEIDLER WAY INTO
MVCP GPEN SPACE

Extension of Scheidler Way into MVCP open space is further clear evidence that a
conflict with the MVCP open space land use designation occurs. Staff has written
(January 11, 2006 Report to Hearing Officer) “The Cily also accepted the dedication of
the narmrow panhandle portion of the parcel for a street (Scheidler Way) to provide
vehicular access to the subject parcel and also to properties located adjacent to the north
and west, Attachment 4. ‘The “Attachment 4™ of the January 11 staff report referred 10 is
a 1961 Nagel Tract Map. 1t and the MVCP do not show the currently proposed, up-stope
(about 35 feet) extension of Scheidler Way. Extension of Scheidler Way up-slope into
designated open space. This is a land use impact pursuant to the city's CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (Attachment 16) since it conflicts with the open
space land use designation of the comnmunity plan and results in other impacts such as
habitat loss.

MORE EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED LAND USE IMPACTS
TRIGGERS EIR: 630 DUMP TRUCK LOADS OF S0OIL CONTAINING
ENDANGERED COASTAIL SAGE SCRUB IS NOT ‘'‘GRADING [WHICH] ONLY
MINTMALLY DISTURBS THE NATURAL TERRAIN'‘' AS STATED IN THE

— e U
" T o=

. '
City ataff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384

54, These commenls regarding the history of the permit process, the citations from the previous
MNLD, and CEQA case law are noted.
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MND. DOES STAFF MAINTAIN THAT THIS QUANTITY OF FILL IS A
CMINIMAL DISTURBANCE'' OF WATURAL TERRATH?!

One standard dump truck holds 10 cubic yards of soil. “400 cubic yards weighs one
million pounds.” (See: http://www-fonmal.stanford.edu/jmc/progressfuntried html), The
MND states “approximately .83 acre would be graded . Earthwork quantities associated
with the site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards cut and 2,600
cubic yards of fill with an export of 3,700 yards.” {Initial Study, p. 2}, with cut depths of
approximately 23 feet,” (P. 7, Initial Study). 6300 cubic yards divided by 10 cubic yards
per dump truck = 630 dump trucks filled with soil. Yet the 1¥ FMND (Reply #2c¢ states
that “Grading only minimally disturbs the natural terrain.”” The MVCP lists four things a
plan can do to help accomplish such “minimal disturbance of natural terrain” such as
adopting buildings and parking areas to terrain, replanting with native, drought resistant
vegetation. While the proposal does attempt to do some of this, one cannot deny that the
excavation of 630 dump truck loads of soil creating a 23 foot deep crater—ig far from
“minimal disturbance of natural terrain.” Since 400 cubic yards of soil weighs a million
pounds, the 6300 cubic yards proposed for excavation, would weight 15,75 million
pounds (6300 divided by 400 = 15.75 multiplied by 1 million)—again, far from
minimally disturbing the natural terrain. In this sense, the plan is significantly
inconsistent with the MYCP. Further evidence of the severity of the impact is listed in the
1977 EIR for a similar sized office building on this site. That EIR stated that grading in
excess of 6,000 cubic yardsfacre would be the highest category of impact (See
Alttachment 4}. The present proposal calls for 7,590 cubic yards/graded acre of
excavation (6300 divided by .83 acre graded = 7,590 cubic yards/graded acre). The 1977
plan called for 5555 cubic yards/graded acre (6000 cubic yards/1.08 acre=5555cubic
yards/graded acre). Significant unmitigated impacts trigger an EIR under CEQA. This
issue is not addressed in any of the MNDs. This inconsistency/conflict with the “minimal
grading” language of the MVCP guideline algo triggers an EIR since it “will be
considered a significant land use impact” according to the City’s adopted CEQA
thresholds. (Attachment 16) '

MND CONFLICTS WITH MVCP OBJECTIVE/PROPOSALS REGARDING CSS
AND UNSTALBE SOILS. THIS WILL BE CONSIDERED SIGNFICANT LAND
USE IMPACT PURSUANT TO CITY’'S CEQA SIGNFICANCE THRESHOLDS
{Attachment 16 is City Land Use Thresholds of Significance)

The MVCEP states:

“OBJECTIVE

Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological
instability in order to control urban form, insure public safely, provide acsthetic
enjoyment, and protect biological resources.

Couk

A

City staff response(s) 1o Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384
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http://www-fonnal.stanford.edu/jmc/progress/untried.html%7d

“Designate the hillsides and canyons which have any of the following characteristics as
open space in the community: a. contain rare or endangered specics of vegetation or
animal life. B. Contain unstable soils.” {end of MVCP quote)

Coastal Sage Scrub (CS8) is the mast endangered habitat in the continental United States
according to the EIR for the East Mission LRT. .64 acres of CS8S would be lost
according to the 5" edition of MND. This does not count the “reasonably foreseeable”
impacts to the open space easement from eventual brush management due to “imminent
fire hazard” declaration of fire department. If the usual 100 foot buffer were required,
unmitigated impacts to the open space easement would be over 1/2 acre. That this issue
is not realistically addressed, makes the MND misleading and inadequate regarding
reasonably foreseeable impacts which are required by the SDMC and Land Development
Manual’s brush management sections.

The MNDs do not describe the quality of the CSS. However, the 1978 EIR (P. 2) states:

“Pregently the steep, undeveloped site is covered with mature chaparral and areas of
coastal sage scrub, making up part of an extended zone of natural hillside on the south
slopes of Missicn Valley.” Eric Bowlby, Sierra Club Canyon Cooerdinator, describes the
CSS as “good quality.”

CA Department of Fish and Game describes CSS:

*“Diegan CSS is considered a sensitive habitat in and of itself, and supports
approximately 100 species (plant and animal) considered endangered, threatened or rare
by State and or Federal agencies. Information on its rarity, as one indicator of its
sensitivity, range from 66% having been lost to urban development and agriculture to
only 10% of the original C8S remaining in good condition (i.e., 90% of CSS in good
condition lost).”(December 20, 2005 email from Elizabeth Lucas, CA Department of Fish
& Game; Attachunent 6). The EIR for the East Mission Valley LRT describes CSS as
the most endangered habitat type in the continental United States. (Attachment 15).

The 1977 EIR found that the erosicn potential of the seil onsite was “severe”—the
highest level of impact (see Attachment 2},

The presence of CSS and unstable soils both are listed under MVCP protections/open
space preservation, The proposed building is again inconsistent with these MVCP
objectives. Apain, this triggers an EIR due to land use impacts since such conflicts with
MVCP environmental objectives “will be considered significant” (Attachment 16). This
issue is not addressed in the MNDs and was not addressed by the Hearing Officer or the
Planning Comtnission.

NINE RETAINING WALLS OVER 1/4 MILE LONG: THE LONGEST IN THE
CITY? EVIDENCE OF VISUAL, LAND USE AND PUBLIC SAFETY
IMPACTS -

.
(ont-

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Froject No. 54384
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The current (3" edition) MND does not state the total length of retaining walls, Why?
Prior editions of the MND did state that the retaining walls were 1865 feet which was
then reduced to 1601 feet total length.

Can staff name ANY private development in San Diego with retaining walls 1600 feet
total length? If yes, please include the address and brief description of it. Can staff name
any private development in San Diego with total retaining wall length of 1000 feet? Ifso,
please include the address and brief description.

The Land Development Manual requires that the use of retaining walls be “minimized.”
{See Attachment 19). This conflict with a regulatory standard has not been reviewed in
the MND—again making if inadequate. This issue was raised in prior appeals and never
addressed by staff. A deviation from the SDMC is therefore required since the Code
states that all steep hillside proposals shall comply with the Land Use Manual’s
guidelines. Due to this deviation from the Land Development guideline to “minimize”
use of retaining walls, proposal would be Process 4 (though MVCP amendment issues
makes it Process 5)

According to prior MND (January 2006), the proposal calls for 9 retaining walls with
combined length of 1,601 linear feet. (retaining and Concrete Masonry Unit walls with a
maximum height of 10 feet. (Initial Study, January 3, 2006 FMND.). Why isn’t this

- total length in the “new” MND? The City's CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds state the following regarding potentially significant impacts of Development
Features/Visual Quality:

“The project includes crib, retaining walls or noise walls greater than six feet in height
and 50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would
be visible o the public."

The proposed length of 1601 feet exceeds the 50 foot significance threshold by 1551 feet
or 32 times! The height threshold of 6 feet is exceeded by 4 feet. While landscaping of
these walls is mentioned in 5™ MND, the prior MNDs color photographic rendering
show 100% of the walls with no landscaping. The landscaping costs, labor and
maintenance of walls over 1/4 mile long make it uniikely that such a project would
maintain landscaping for the simple reason that it is foo expensive.  The % mite+ length
of retaining walls-—as high as 10 feet—sugpgesting a fortress on scenic steep hillsides —
and the excavation of 630 dump truck loads of soil—nearly 4 times the City’s significance
threshold for visual impacts—triggers an EIR.

The temporary impact of a 23 foot crater is not addressed.

STAFF MIS-STATES CITY CEQA SIGNIFICANCE LANGUAGE FOR VISUAL
IMPACTS IN REVISED MND (p. 21)

2,000 cubic yards/graded acre is generally considered a significant visual impact under
the City's thresholds of significance, A smaller amount of grading may be significant in
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scenic areas such as this (See CEQA expert Dave Potter’s letter: Attachment 13). This
project proposes 6300 cubic yards of grading over .83 acre which equals 7590 cubic
yards/graded acre. The MVCP and MVPDO established the 150 ft, contour line to protect
visual quality/open space. Any development above 150 ft. line that
also conflicts with the 2000 cubic yards/graded acre would
compound the significance of the impact.

Staff misquotes the City’s thresholds language to rationalize why this is not significant.

"However, the above conditions [such as excavation in excess of 2,000 cubic
yards/graded acre] WOULD {(INCORRECT WORD) not be considered significant if one
or more of the following apply...(referring to alternative design features alleged by staff to
offset any visuat impacts).

The actual language of the CEQA City Significance Thresholds for Landform
Alteration/Visual Quality states:

"However, the above conditions MAY (CORRECT WORD CAPITALIZED) not he
considered significant if one or more of the following apply:"

The amount of grading is so in excess of the 2,000 cubic yard/graded ucre significance
threshold, that the "alternative design" aspect of the plan does not offset the severity of
the visual impacts. In short, due to its proposed location higher up the south slopes than
any building in the valley, it woutd "stick out like a sore thumb” and be visible from
surrounding roads and freeway. Staff acknowledges “The building is designed to appear
long and flat from the street and river view corridors...” (Resolution in support of Site
Development Permit). lts visibility from the public street, Scheidler Way, would be
particularly severe—yet staff ignores this.

REDUCED IMPACTS- OPTTIONS

2004 ARCHITECT'S DIAGRAMS SHOW HOW REDUCED IMPACT OPTION
COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED AND IMPACTS TGO DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE
MINIMIZED: THIS REFUTES MND ASSERTION THAT CONSTRUCTION BELOW
THE 150 FOOT LINE WOULD BE A HARDSHIP ON ABILITY TO DEVELOP THE
LAND. Staff takes a grain of truth {that some minor encroachments above 150 would be
required) and uses this to rationalize the maximum encroachment—immediately adjacent
to the open space easemient at the 200 foot elevation. This is ridiculous.

The proposal does not minimize impacts to designated open space as directed by Hearing
officer Didion and City Attorney David Miller (November 2, 2005 Hearing; See
Attachment 20; email from City Attorney David Miller “least deviation possible.”).
Rather, il proposes 1o extend about 125 feet laterally up-slope to the very edge of the
Open Space Easement/ Coastal Sage Scrub mitigation area. And again, this alternative
was rejected by City Couneil in 2006.

T
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The architect’s diagram (Attachment 13) has a reduced impacts option superimposed on
it. This diagram shows a 2004 version of the plan with first floor at the 140 foot
elevation and “second level” at 154 foot elevation. A one story building with roof at 150
feet (compliant with PDO and MVCP) is feasible by digging down 4 feet to a 136 foot
elevation base pad.. Such a one story building could have about 5000 square feet with
plenty of space for the required 20 car parking lot slightly above the 150 foot elevation
line shown on the City diagram. 1f the applicant were to dig down about 20 feet so as to
have a base pad at the 120 foot elevation, a 2 story building is feasible nlong with 37 car
parking lot to the west. [n contrast, the current plan calls for a base pad at 160 foot
elevation with rcof to 200 feet. It is relevant 1o note, that after City Planner John Withoit
changed his mind and informed the applicant that no Mission Valley Plan Amendment
would be required (See Attachments #8, 9) , the base pad was moved from 140 foot
elevation to 160 foot elevation. Staff has referred to the present design--20 feet higher
vertically up slope--as having “reduced impacts” compared to the prior design, (MND
Replies to Comments, P.1}. Insofar as the present plan would be 20 feet higher up-stope
than the 2004 version, the assertion of “reduced impacts™ is not valid.

According to scale diagrams and site visit measurements, there is about 42 feet between
existing retaining wall bordering the property to the north and the existing barricade at the
up-slope terminus of Scheidler Way. This would allow more than enough room for a 90
degree left turn into the property from the EXISTING Scheidler Way, This would
require relocation of SDG&E and Pacific Bell utility equipment which presently obstruct
such a lower entrance to the property. This lower access road/parking lot would
minimize impacts to designated open space, What is clear upon visiting the site, is that
such an access road could be built at a lower elevation than the adjacent parking lot to
the west—which the 1977 map shows is between the 150 foot and 160 foot elevations,
The current proposal MAXIMIZES upper slope encroachment—extending to the open
space easement 200 foot elevation, It also proposes extending Scheidler Way up-slope.
The reduced impacts option would reduce project foolprint and impacts to Coastal Sage
Scrub. The aferementioned access road would solve the alleged inaccessibility problems
stated in landowner attorney Robert Vaachi's April 2006 Memo to the city. A pedestrian
bridge {as mentioned in general in the MVCP) could access the far east part of the land
below the 150 foot line—if the owner decided to include that in his building plans., While
the above Reduced Impacts opticns information was included in the appeal to the City
Council, staff did not include this option in the MND.

UNRESOLVED BRUSH MANGEMENT ISSUES: ARE BRUSH MANGEMENT
IMPACTS TO THE OPEN SPACE EASEMENT IMPACTS FROM BRUSH
MANAGEMENT REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UNDER CEQA? (SEE: Laurel
Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents, 47 Cal 3d 376, 393-399). WOULD SUCH
IMPACTS TO OPEN SPACE EASEMENT REQUIRE RE-DESIGN OF
PROPOSAL/NEW CEQA PROCESS? UNPRECEDENTED ELIMINATION QOF
BRUSH MANGEMENT FOR THIS PROJECT?

See Attachunent 18 from the Land Development Manual which states that “alternative
compliance” (as proposed) is not available under the Municipal Code for brush
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management. In other words, fire department staff cannot re-write the law on this topic.
That would require a legislative act of City Council.

Can city staff cite ANY such development built immediately adjacent to coastal sage
scrub (buiit since brush managernent zones became required by law)? Such deletion of
brush management clearing is evidence of a public safety impact under CEQA and shows
how laws are being rewritten to get approval of this project.

Clearing and removal of Coastal Sage Scrub in the open space easement was planned
though not disclosed in the MNDs, 1% MND Reply #1 states: “The open space easement
is 3.89 acres. No development/encroachunent is proposed within the open space
eascment.” The San Diego Municipal Code defines “development” to include
“clearing. ...managing brush...” (Chapter 11, Art. 3, Div, 1, Sec, 6). Diagram A2.0
(Attachment 1) tells a different story than the “no development/encroachment™ staternent
of the MND—showing Fire Zones | and 2 extending uphill of the proposed building into
the open space easement. The Zone 2 activity is described:

“...50% of plants over 18" in height shall be cut and cieared to a height of 6”. Within
Zone 2, all plants remaining after 50% are ¢ut and cleared shall be pruned to reduce fuel
loading in accordance with the Landscape standards in the Land development code. Zone

2 shall be maintained on a regular basis by pruning and thinning plants, controlling weeds E;L\L v

and maintaining any temporary irrigation systems.” ¢ VA
_I3yH--

Since one hall of the existing CSS would be removed (and any remaining plants are to be
cut to 6 inches), an important protection against erosion would be permanently uprooted. .
Also, the soil is described as having the highest potential for erosion “severe” in the
1977 EIR for & similar sized office building which was never built (Attackment 2). This
“new” crosion issue is not addressed in the MNDs.

Zone 1 Fire Protection, which also intrudes the Open Space Easement is described:

“These plants must be low fuel and fire resistive.” This could be interpreted that CS8
will be permanently removed from the Open Space Easement for Zone 1 fire protection
also.

The Finding that the proposal would not have a significant impact and also not require a
Mission Valley Plan Amendment is based in part on the assertion that “Approximately
80% of the parcel is within the open space easement...(City Reply 2b).” And that no
development will occur there (Reply #1). The L1977 Map of the site (Attachment 3) states
“Retain Natural Grade And Vegetation” in the open space easement area. The open space
easement was the heart of “mitigation” for re-zoning part of the site to office use. Staff
has repeatedly stated that no development would occur there. When it is reasonably
foresceable that part of the Open Space Easement/ mitigation for a prior plan on-site, is
itself likely to be permanently impacted—this is further evidence of significant
unmitigated impacts /EIR requirement.

City staff responsels) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
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The Errata Shect MND, (4"‘ edition, May 31, 2006) discloses the following aliegedly
“new” mitigation to avoid fire hazards/public safety impacts:

“The entire structure would have one-hour fire rated construction; & one hour fire rated
wall/parapet with no openings would be constructed along the southern ¢levation of the
building; the roof would be non-combustible; and lastly , the entire structure would be
equipped with u fire sprinkler system.”

However, a June 6, 2006 email from Fire Department staff Bob Medan states: “This
project is subject to all the new building construction requirements for projects adjacent
to hazardous vegetation. That means the entire structure will be 1 hour construction, have
a Class A roof, protected openings, etc.” Therefore, it appears clear that no “new”
mitigation for fire prevention was planned. It waos already required by Code as Mr.
Medan wrote. Deletton of brush management adjacent to “hazardous vegetation,”
represents the elimination of a public safety/fire prevention mitigation measure described
in 3 prior MNDs and the prior Permit Resolution, It is also troubling that Fire Department
staff has not replicd to email asking whether locating the project about 125 feet higher
(laterally) up the slope could pose a new fire threat to Normal Heights—{rom on-site
hazards such as a discarded cigarette, s there any empirical evidence showing that a 10
ft. retaining wall would eliminate dangers of up-slope fires? The MND states that a
retaining wall with irrigated vegetation will act as a fire wall. However, it would only be
103 feet long (p. 91—not long enough to protect Normal Heights from fires started by
such on-site hazards as a tossed cigarette,

Removing brush management immediasely adjacent to Coastal Sage Scrub appears to be
unprecedented in San Diego. Fire staff Bob Medan and Mike Benoit were asked if they
could name any such project in San Diepo; as was Libby Lucas of Department of Fish and
Game. None of them could name such a project. At the June 15 Hearing, Planning
Commissioner Chase asked if this proposal would pose a new threat to other properties.
She also asked if Fire staff had made a site visit. Mr. Medan replied that he had not made
a site visit. Fire code (142.0412(k) allows the Fire Department to require brush
management if they find an “imminent fire hazard” exists. Bob Medan was asked in an
email to define “imminent fire hazard.” He did not answer that question. This is
troubling. [s it reasonably foreseeable that brush management in the Open Space
Easement will eventually be required due to predictable fire hazards immediately adjacent
to the building? The answer appears to be as predictable as dry weather in summerime
San Diego. The fact that the Land Development Manual does not penmit such aliernative
compliance for brush management adds to the assertion that the impacts of brush
management to the Open Space Easement are reasonably foreseeable. Under CEQA,
proposals cannot be segmented to offer the appearance of reduced impacts (Section
15165: “segmenting or piecemealing” not permitted). Staff has acknowledged that the
Open Space Eascment is for public, not private use—pursuant to the City Code; and that
impacts to it, are ot allowed. However, reasonably foresecable impacts to the Open
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Space Fasement must be reviewed in an EIR. This is another reason the MND is
inadeguate.

With this proposal, brush management impacts to the Open Space Easement would add
about .6 acre to the development footprint of the property (see Attachment 1}. This
would result in a development footprint of 1.43 acres ruther than .83 acres. This
represents over 28% of the site (1.43 acres/4.88 =28:+%). Evenif ANY development
were allowed in MVCP open space, the ailowed encroachiment is 20%--pursuant to ESL
regulations—and acknowledged by staff report. This would trigger alternative
compliance—which is not allowed in designated open space according to the LDM and
143.0137(d) of the Municipal Code. *“Alternative compliance shall not be considered for
lands that are designated open space in the applicable land use plan..." Again, conflicts
with regulatery standards, are evidence of significant impacts under CEQA. These legal
conflicts have not been reviewed—again making the MND inadequate.

The proposal appears {o conflict with California Fire Code (P'ublic Resources Code 4291}
which requires a 100 foot fire zones buffer. This issue was not addressed by the Planning
Commission. This CA brochure page is Attachrent 17, This is evidence that impacts to
the open space easement are reasonably foreseeable and therefore must be reviewed in an
EIR. Again, when there are conflicts with “regulatory standards,” this is evidence of an
impact—in this case, a public safety impact.

EVIDENCE CF POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS IN THE VAACHI MEMO
This Memo was disclosed to the public for the first time at the April 19, 2006 hearing.

Landowner attorney Robert Vaachi's April 12-14 Memoa to project Manager Anne Jarque
states:

“Of the remaining lots with land above the 150-contour line, all but three have large
portiens of developable land above the 150-contour line and are fully developed below
the 150-foot contour line.” If this proposal is allowed above the 150 contour, other

- landowners will be financially encouraged to seek similar Exceptions to the PDO, His
statement that all but three lots have “large portions of developable land above the 150-
contour line” is espectally foreboding for the future of the valley’s steep slopes. Itis
relevant to note that this statement is inconsistent with Attomey McDade's letter which
states “All but a tiny portion of the protected hillsides will continue to be preserved.”
The potentially major cumulative impacts of approving the project are not addressed in
the MND; nor can such impacts be mitigated—evidence of the EIR requirement. The
1977 Planning Departmeni also identified the likely major impacts of such a precedent
encroachment higher up the slopes in the open space zone.

The Vaachi Memo was also used to assert that development below the 150 foot elevation
is not feasible. However, this assertion was not made by an engineer or other
construction expert. The Hearing officer did not ask the owner’s consultants whether it
was feasible to build below 150 foot clevation. A building below 150 feet elevation is
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feasible even if an access road/parking lot might minimally exceed 150 foot contour line
{Attachment 13, 14).

1977 PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND PLANNING COMMISSION {(6-0 VOTE)
FOUND SIMILAR PLAN DETRIMENTAL TO PUBLIC WELFARE

In 1977, the City of San Diego Planning Department recommended DENIAL of the
Permit for a nearly identical sized office building (Attachment 5; 3 pages):

“The Planning Department recommends DENIAL of the proposed project based on the
belief that ull of the necessary finding of fact cannot be met for granting approval...

1. The proposed use at this particular location would not be necessary or desirable to
provide a service or facility contributing to the general well-being of the neighborhood,
the communily and the City.....

3. The development, would under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the heaith, safety and general welfare of persons living or working the area
and injurious to property and improvements (existing or future) in the vicinity. The
subject property is part of the steep southerly slope of Mission Valley covered with
mature Chaparral and Coastal Sage Scrub. This property is part of a tier of natural
hillside terrain existing along the south slope of Mission Valley ABOVE (caps added)
existing office and conunercial development....Approval of this development would
establish a precedent for additional encroachment into the undisturbed tier of natural open
space extending laterally along the entire south slope of Mission Valiey.

4. The granting of this permit would adverscly affect the Progress Guide and General
Plan for the City of San Diego....The adopted General Plan designates this tier of natural
hillside above

existing commercial development for open space preservation. Approval of the subject
development would be contrary to the General Plan. The Environmentat Quality Division
has reviewed the proposed development and determined that the project would have the
following significant impact:

For the proposed type of commercial project, on site disturbance of the hiltside lot would
be minimized with the proposed building placement, architectural design and
landscaping. nevertheless, the project would entail constnection on a visually significant
natural site in the hillside overlay review zone. Such development...would establish a
precedent for encroachment into an undisturbed tier of natural open space extending
laterally along the south slope of Mission Valley....There are no measures evident which
would reduce to insignificance the precedent for commercial development moving higher
up the south slopes of Mission Valley. Although the proposed project utilizes only one-
fourth of the large lot, it remains a significant new encroachment not only in terms of the
" office building itself, but more importantly in terms of futvre development expectations
for this and adjoining properties arising from the rezoning of the entire 4.88 acre parcel to
CO. Therefore, a substantial mitigation of the issue of the development precedent in a
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The commentaor is correct in stating that the Planning Commission recommended denial of a
similarly-sized project in 1977, and that an EIR was prepared for the project, which stated that the
development of the site would establish a precedent for encroachment into the natural open
space, and that the encroachment could not be mitigated to below a level of significance.

However, according to the administrative record, the City Council approved the project and,
pursuant to Resolution No. 219900 adopted on December 14, 1977, determined that the mitigation
proposed by the applicant (locating the project an the lower portion of the property and granting
the City an open space easement over the balance of the property, approximately three acres)
would reduce the project’s impacts to below a fevel of significance.

While the above two paragraphs may be of interest regarding the 1977 project propesal, EAS staff

analyzed the currently proposed project on its own merits and in the context of current
surrounding development and significance thresholds.
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naturat area would be to limit CO zoning to that minimum lot necessary 1o contain the
proposed office project, leaving the remaining area of the property in its existing R-1-1
Zone. A “Reduced Project Scope” alternative was considered. The EIR found: “Project
which left an even greater part of the subject lot undisturbed would reduce the site
specific impact of that project but would not alter the LARGER IMPACT OF SETTING
THE PRECEDENT FOR DEVELOPMENT ENCROACHMENT ONTO AN
UNDISTURBED TIER OF NATURAL HILLSIDE.” (CAPS ADDED). This is ¢lear
evidence that the current proposal would open to development the now, MVCP
protected slopes above the 150 foot contour line. This results in a Mandatory Finding of
Significance/EIR requirement.

MORE EVIDENCE OF EIR REQUIRED

Proposing an entire office building in Mission Valley Designated Open Space above the
150 elevation restriction is an zlarm bell for decision makers,

2006 City Council rejected this alternative proposed in an MND.

In 1977, Mesa Mortgage Company proposed a similar size office building (“10,000
square feet on the lower 1.08 acres of a 4.88 acre hillside lot™--1978 EIR: Sec
Attachment 5} on the same site as the proposed Pacific Coast Office building. The City's
Environmentat Quality Division prepared an EIR {or that project. To reduce impacts, a
1977 attemative is shown which extends to about 185 feet. The Pacific Coast proposal
extends as high as 200 feet according 1o the 5% MND.

City staff found in the EIR “The Environmental Quality Division has determined that the
proposed project would have the following significant impact which could be
substantially mitigated as indicated below, ALTHOUGH NOT 'TO A LEVEL OF
INSIGNIFICANCE.” (CAPITALS added). Impact; For the proposed type of
commercial project, on-site disturbance of the hillside lot would be minimized with the
proposed building placement, architectural design and landscaping. Nevertheless, the
project would entail construction of a visually significant natural site in the Hillside
Review overluy zone. * The Notice of Determination was filed with a statement that a
significant unmitigated cffect would occur.

THE MVCP AMENDMENT ISSUE IS INADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THE
MND AND THE MVCP IS SERIOUSLY MIS-QUOTED

A 2004 version of the proposal (Aftachment 14 ) was 20 feet vertically further DOWN-
SLOPE. Yet, ke MND describes the current proposal as “reduces impacts.” City
Planner John Wilhoit wrote a2 "good news" email to consultant Kim Sheredy explaining
why a MVCP was no longer being required—for the HIGHER UP-SLOPE CURRENT
PLAN. (Attachment 9, 1 page). Mr. Wilhoit's rationalizations are included in the MND
city Replies 2a-g. These reasons are not persuasive because they are proposing te break
the open space legal protections of the MVCP.  The first reason given is that the proposal

}
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adequacy of this MND is provided. Therefore, no response is provided.
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is not "large scale." Even if true, this is irrelevant pursuant to the fact that the MYCP
prohibits All development above the 1 50-foot elevation as acknowledged by landowner
attorney and John Wilhoit in his Cycle [ssues comment {Attachments 7, 8).
“Development ariented toward the valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor
should not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (P. 122, MVCP, See
attachment 7).

The 5™ MND {p. 24) again sericusly mis-guotes the MVCP in tiis regard. ‘The actual
MVCP quote is:

“Large-scale develepment (commercia), office, or commercial-recreation) at the base of
the slopes, should not cut or grade, nor extend above the 150- foot elevation contour on
the southern slopes.” (p. 124, MVCP,; See attachment 7, p. 5).

The second reason is that "the development would be largely screened from public right
of way by structures north of the property.” Again, this is irrelevant even if it were true.
And itis not. Staff acknowledges “The building is designed to appear long and flat from
the street and river view corridors...” (Resolution in support of Site Development Permit,
p- 6). From Scheidler Way, a public street, the impacts would be striking.

The third reason given is that "There is development abutting to the west that extends
above the 150-contour into the designated open space." Again, even if true, this is
irrelevant.  ‘T'his is validated {at least in 1978) in a Planning Department Report:

"This property is part of a tier of natural hillside terrain existing along the south slope of
Mission Valley ABOVE (caps added) cxisting office and commercial development.”
Staff now states that the adjacent property has a parking lot and retaining walls up to 166
foot elevation, . However, even if true, this was built in 1975 according to staff
research, and is NOT a building; and was built prior t0 1985 MVCP restrictions (See:

Memorandum from Bill Tripp to Robert Didion, Hearing Officer, January 11, 2006, p.3). -

The fourth reason given is absurd: "Due to the open space easement, the project could
not extend more than approximately 50 feet into the designated open space." This
comment makes it sound like the Open Space intrusion is "no big deal” when if fact, the
entire oftice building would be above the 150 foot elevation. Also, the plan extends
horizontally about 125 feet horizontally up-slope according to scale diagrams.

WHY EXCEPTION TO THE MVPDO IS INVALID: WHERE IS5 THE OWNER
HARDSHIP? LAND SPECULATION IS INAPPROPRIATE IN ENDANGERED
HABITAT.

Quoting the 5™ MND:

"However, the MVPDO provides additional language in 103.210‘4(d)(4) that

T T
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allows for, on an individual project basis, the criteria of this planned district to be Cily staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
increased or decreased when one or mare of the following situations is Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384
applicable: 1 due to special conditions, or exceptional characteristics of the

property, or of its location or surroundings, strict interpretation of the criteria of

the planned district would result in unusual difficulties or unnecessary hardship

or would be inconsistent with the general purpose of the planned district; 2. A

superior design can be achieved by altering the adopted standards; or 3.

Conformance with the "Guidelines for Discretionary Review: necessitates

deviations from adopted standards." -

"As such due to the topography of the site, specifically regarding the restriction |
of development above the 150-foot contour line, limiting the development area i
of the property to below the 150-foot contour line (within a narrow area \
encompassing approximately 8811 square feet) would present an unnecessary
hardship on the ability to develop the land. Therefore, the project was

redesigned to be more consistent with the recommendations outline within the
community plan and accordance with the MVPDO which tucks the rear of the

building into the hillside and terraces the second story, thereby creating a roof

garden and/or deck..... (pp-24-25 "new MND)'. 57. The author’s comments regarding the type of design that could be accomplished below the 15(]

. i li d.
The problems with this are: the alternative rejected by City Council does not use ‘;b oot contour line are nate
all of the 8811 sq. ft. below the 150 ft. contour line. It uses 5992 sq. fi. for Ctml.

driveway and NONE for the building! The appellants submitted 2 reduced impacts
options as part of the Appeals which fully utilized the 8811 sq. ft. below the 150
ft. line. Staff and landowner have ignored these. These reduced impacts options
show that a 1 and 2 story option are feasible with roof at the 150 ft. contour line;
and only parking lots and retaining walls minimally deviating to about the 160 ft.
elevation {height of the just west parking lot retaining wall built before the
MVCP, MVPDO limits). We see that as a true minimal deviation. IN CONTRAST,
THE OWNER STARTS AT 160 FOOT ELEVATION WITH BASE OF BUILDING AND
ROOF GOES TO 200 FT. ELEVATION. THIS IS A MAXIMUM ENCROACHMENT

- AND EXCEPTION FOR THIS SHOULD NOT BE GRANTED.

Alsg, the landowner bought this parce! for only $250,000—pennies on the dollar
for Mission Valley office tand. The price paid reflects its development potential
and the owner, a sophisticated real estate investor, was fully aware of the PDO
restrictions on developing the land before he bought it (Attachment 30, p. 2). Is
DSD concerned the owner may sue the City for so-called “deprivation of use of
his land™? We believe such a suit would now be without merit for reasons stated

throughout these comments, L
ALTERNATIVES PREVISOUSLY REJECTED BY STAFF/OWNER T
The prime community (and 1992, 2006 City Council) concerns

have been exceeding the 150 foot line restricticns of the 6']
MVCP and MVPDO. Ancother prime concern is the loss of
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endangered CSS. While deviations are needed (retaining
wall, parking above 15C¢ foot line) to get the building's
roof compliant at 150 foot~line, these deviations could be
granted to allow some use of the land. For example, tuck
under parking is a design guideline of the MVCP for steep
hillsides. However, on such a steep site, it is not
necessary to hold the owner teo this IF he builds the
building with roof compliant at 150 foot line. Adjacent
buildings do not have tuck under parking. Also, tucking the
building into the slope would not be needed if the building
itself were compliant at 150 foot elevation.

""“Half the building would be below the 150 foot contour 67'
line...The lower level building would have been at Cor
approximately 136 feet.’' (P. 6, 5" MND, describing 1* '
design submission). This shows that the applicant could get

the entire building compliant at 150 foot line-simply by
reducing the building’s height to 1 story (and some minor
digging down if needed). A 5000 sguare foot building is far
beyond the area of most doctor‘s offices—which generally run
less than 2000 square feet. A 5000 square feet building is
more than reasonable use of such environmentally sensitive
land. Also, the applicant c¢ould get 2 stories (10,000 sg.
ft.) by further digging down as shown in Attachments 13, 14)
and described in Reduced Impacts section of these comments.

been at 136 foot elevation is welcome as it negates past
staff assertions that the lowest level of site is =144
feet.* Such mis-information was used to persuade decision

|
!
The acknowledgment that the building {1™ design) would have f
makers to approve the projeckt. {

L

SuUM

The 5* MND is invalid because it does not follow City Council direction “to review (he
alternatives to reduce the impacts.” 1t should therefore be withdrawn. Staff mis-states

the City Council direction by omitting any mention of “to reduce the impacts” (pp. 1,4)! c
The 5 MND re-proposes the same alternative rejected by City Council! This negates B

City Council authority to enforce CEQA and the SDMC which implements CEQA--under

which the appeal was granted. City Council’s rejection of the MND by granting the

appeal--is authoritative evidence that an MND was not the correct document for this
aption-—which is proposed yet again in the 5% edition of the “new™ MND! -

The MVCP and MVPDO restrict development above the 150 foot elevation—which is \\H
Designated Open Space in the MVCP, This 3 level, nearly 10,000 square foot building

proposes a base pad at 160 feet, grading to 190 feet and roof to 200 feet. It would be
125 fect further up the slope and 50 feet vertically higher than aliowed by the MV CP.
This would set a precedent for other property owners lo propose building above the 150
foot contour line—as found by Planning Department and Planning Commission in 1978.
Such curmnulative impacts trigger a Mandatory Finding of Significance under CEQA.

59.

58.

59.

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coant Office Building, Project No. 54384

Please see response No. 9.

During the ongoing review of the proposed project, EAS staff did not identify or receive any
substantial evidence that the project would result in a significant environmental impact. In fact,
the MND lists the mitigation measures (which the applicant agreed to implement) that would
reduce the project impacts to below a level of significance. Staff acknowledges that the
commentor’s opinion is contrary to staff's conclusions.

a6




Damage to public input has already occurred with the Mission Valley Planning Group
voting on a project they thought had no Exceptions to the PDO or conflicts with the
MVCP. The MND, despite four revisions and currently in its st edition, still has false
and mislcading statements.

Substantiaf evidence shows significant unmitigated impacts to visual quality, land use,
88, public safety, and cumulative impacts of this precedent setting proposal—easily
surpassing the CEQA threshold for an EIR (one significant impact which may be
unmitigated). Staff required an EIR {or a similar sized office building in 1977 and found
unmitigated impacts as described in the Notice of Determination,

A one story building below 150 foot elevation is feasible. A 2 story building with roof at
150 feet is feasible if excavation to a 120 foot base pad were done. Contrary to st MND
City replics, a MYCP Amendment is required as acknowledged by the landowner's
attorney and city staff due to the plan’s exceeding the 150 foot elevation restriction. The
up-slope extenston of Scheidler Way is not mentioned in the MVCP—further evidence of
significant land use impact/EIR requirernent. Conflicts with the Land Development
Manual (alternative compliance/deletion of brush management ag proposed is not
allowed; “minimized use™ of retaining walls not accomplished) and Environmentally
Sensitive Lands regulations have not been addressed in the MND as CEQA requires.
Other environmental Code conflicts have not been reviewed in the MND. Under
CEQA, if there is evidence in the record supporting a fair argument that a project may
have a significant impact, the lead agency must prepare an Environmental Impact Report

" even though the record alse contains contrary evidence of no significant effect. CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). This would enable review of feasible alternatives at the lowest
part of the site—136 foot base rather than the 160 foot base still proposed in .

Aftactiment list

1. Diagram A2.0¢ showing brush management enceoachments into Open Space Easement.

2. 1977 EiR ¢rosicn potential “severe”™—highest impact.

3. 1977 EIR Elevation Map showing land elevations on-site and "Retzin Existing Vegctation and Grade”

in what i3 now called the open space easemeant (south of the building).

Grading impact highest tevel when in excess of 6000 cubic yards/graded acre {1977 EIR).

Planning Department recommends DENIAL of similar office building in 1977 (3 pages).

December 2005 email from Elizabeth Lucas, CA Department of Fish and Game,

Tune, 2004 landowner attorney lctter requesting Mission Valley Plan Amendment (7 pages).

City Cycle Issues stating MYCP Amendment/Process 5 vequired (2 pages).

9. Good news email frem city staff John Wilhoit to owner consultant Kim Sheredy.

10. April 28 email from Jim Peugh regarding Fire Zone 2 impacts on C8S.

L1. Parcel Information Report describes visibility of land.

12. April 18, 2006 letter from Judy Elliot, Chair of Normat Heights Planning Committee to Hearing Officer
(2 pages). April 14, 2005 letter from Dave Potter to Hearing Officer.

13, January, 2004 architect’s diagram for earlier version of building showing first floor et 140 foot
clevation and 2™ (cvel at 154 fool ¢levation (with superimposed Reduced Impacts cancept),

14, City diagram showing possible locslion of Reduced Impacts Option show in Attachment 13.

[5. Page from EIR for East Mission Valley LRT describing CSS as endangered habitat type.

16. City of San Dizgo CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds for Land Use (2 pages).

17. “Why 100 Feet?" 1" page of Califermia State brochure describing brush management requirements.

ENRS e

£,
Cond <

City staff response(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No, 54384

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.
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19.
20.
2L,
2%,
23

24,
25.
26.
27.

. Land Develepment Manual page stating that alternative compliance is not allowed under the Municipal

Caode for Brush Management. -

Land Devclopment Manual page stating that use of retaining walls is to be “minimized.”

Emai! from City Attorney CEQA expert Mark Massama stating MND has “severe inadequacies.”

Email from City Attorney David Miller: EIR, least deviation

No #22

Email from Gail Thompson, member of Mission Valley Unified Platming Group describing how he was

misled by MND that did not disclose conflicts with MYCP and MVPDO, !

No #24.

2004 architect's drawing showing top of first level at 154 foot elevation.

City Council Minutes of Septernber 26, 2006 stating City Council direction in granting appeal,

2007 MND, p. 1 which mis-atates City Coungil direction.

28, SDMC 112.0520, Code under which appeal was granted—vacaling prior city approvals.

29. 1992 MVCP Amendment, City Manager Report to City Council: re-designating Pacific Coast lot
(and others) open space (above 150 ft line).

30.  City of San Diego Information Bulietin 513/Questionnaire, November, 2003 filled out by
owner/applicant showing he was aware of legal conflict with MVPDO 150 ft. contour line, Page 2
lists the parcel # of lot: 439-480-24, This parcel # is listed in 1992 MVCP Amendment for lots
being re-designated open space (See Attachment 2¢, p, §).

City staff reaponse(s) to Randy Berkman commaent letter for
Pacific Coast Office Building, Praject No. 54384

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.
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The Following Pages Are Attachments Submitted with the Randy Berkman

Comment Letter
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PLAITING

Ttural
' Is the 3ite ratad as agricu 4
! tand {good or falr)? iSea [

Survey, Bonk ¥, pp. 80-83)

: Q Q
a) not rated ss agrleuleural (::)
| | £3B-8480
b}  not used for agriculture and . | ] .
surrounded by urbanlzacian

€)  not used for agricultura but , | .
surrounded by agriculture \ | 2 .

and/or open space SUBJECT; PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOBMENT RO. 35.

To constryct
and operpte ap affice building or 10, 00

.d] currently or previcusly

sq. ft,
1 2 3 on 1.18 acreg ip the H-1-40 (HR) Zone, Proposed Co
used for agriculture (HR) %one, lLocated ©N Lhe mouih sjde of Camino
ke place del Rio outh, betweon I-.15 and I-B05, a rortion
5. WIHIl construetion ta ; pfa . of lot 1, Negol Trapet. No, 2, Map No, 4737, -
withhlSE;f??t:C:?:;“fan Applicant: Mesg Mortgago Compery. EQD Ne. 77-03-18p,
coastal urt o
rea extending Inland to a : BACKGROUND
' ?Ina formed by a 20-degree . .
angle from the base of the no (:) o 0 Thig hearing, which wBg continued frop the Planning Cominission
coastal bluff? maeting of June a0, 1a77, CONCerng a request far a Planned
. - yes 3 3 3 Commercig) Development Permit to construct a 10, pog Bq. ft,,
. . 3% 8tory-high offioe building op tha south alope of Missten
. adings: % no . . Valley, rfThe subject, proparty is located at the gouthorly
6.  WII) the project jnvolve gr a3 g terminug of Scheldler way, 8 Bhort ytub streeq connecting to
v . lacluding Camino del Rio South, The propevty lg undevnloped. is .
a, Ml grading accur {lac tal) covered with natjive Chapparel gppg Constal Sage dcerub, and ig
Import or expart. of m?tegf:rms rteeply sloped, bolng a part of ap extended zone of naturg).
in unlque or unusual lan ndn’ hillside on the Bouth glope of Mission Valley. 7The property
such as natural canyonsz, so or - . is west of 1-15, averlooking [-8 pnd the gpn Diego Stadium,
stone bluffs, rock m”°r°9’cs£ A row of CO zaoned Property, fronting op Camino del Rio
“hillsldes with slopes In exce : South, ang contnining low rige uffice buildings, lieg imme-
of 25%1 . diately bolow the subjear lot. gBags and west of the Subject
' gite area arg further reachag or property zoned R-1-4gp
Volume of grading which are algo undevoloped ang Cavared with native vegetation,
I arcns. 0 0 0 forming o tier of natura] hllsige terrain, Begianting at
no grading in unfque the top of the &ubjact lof, rosidentinl development in the
. 1 1 1 B-1-5 mane extends Southward an moga bennigulag, emerging
. 0-3000 cu. yd./ac, _ ) into the Normal Helghty Communigy, ' )
p 2 ’
3-6,000 cu. yds./uc, ¥ ’ (:) 3 The adopteq General Plan nf the City or gap Diego designates

the subject Property fop open gpage breservation,

;__u;——a—fah greater than 6,000 + cu.yd./ac. 3 - 3

7 > RECOMMENDATION
‘7{7”70 Cielece o7 gatly g Getngle s’ agu Jor ook Ay |- —> BE A

. The Planning Department Tecoumsnds DENIAL of the praopogeqd
. . ; 3 . Project based on the helief that all of thE'necassary Tindings
X g} ﬁ?g AN AY .;lz«é:./; el e

ot fact cannot he met for rrantipg approval,

/ § ; » 3
#11 P Ve THESE RECOMMENDATIONS AR rasEp oy THFORNATION AVAILABLE 4T Tun Trug or 7pye REPORY.

- & -
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The subject piaperty 18 part of the ateep southerly
a

alope of Misaion Valley covored with mature Chapparal

ANALYSBIS T . ind Conatal Bage Scrub. This property is part of 4

) , _ tier of nntural hillpide terrajn existing aloug the
The subject development proposes the construction of a South elope of Miggipn Valley above oxiating offica and
10,000 ag. ft, office bullding in multi ievels atepping up : commarcial develapment, The propomned ofrice building
the hillsids. The lowest leval af the Btructure, connectad would atund thraes Bloriea ahove thig natural hillside,
to Beheldler Wiy, wnuld contain 34 parking spaces. Office The Planning Department balieves that the native hillgidas
area would he lorated in hoth tha socond level and a high of the mouth Mismion Valluy alopes should be pratectad
ceilling third loaval, contnining a maezzanine. Landsoaping is Irom the aficronchment of offica ang commearainl activity,
to be provided along thé front of aegeh leval of the building Appraval of thig developmant would eg lish recedent
and around the mides of the building, Leandecape matarinlsg for additiopal encronchment into tndhﬁﬁE“GHEIﬁfﬁ?ﬁaa——“—*
would consist of; Leman Gum Euunlyptus,'Canury Island Pine, . (tler af natural open upace extending laterully along
Indian Laurel, and Evargreon Pesy Trees; Tobirn Variagata, the entire south slope of Miusiaon Valley.

Lilly of the Nile, and Natal Plum Shruba; Bougainvillea and
Creeping Plg Vines; and Needle Foint Ivy and lawn for ground - ' 3, All deaign eriterla and minimum standards for planned

cover, commaraciyl davalopments would be met,

The proposed Planned Commercial Davelopment would covar only . Tha subject - development wonld meet desigu uriteris and

the southerly 1,18 acres of the total 4,88 acre hillgide minimun atanderde tatablished for planned commercial

ownerahip at this loention. The remainder of Llie site ig5 to dovelopmente and development within the CO Zone,

remain in the R-1-40 (HR) %one. Yhe applicant indicataes ‘ .

that thils undeveloped aron could be dedicated as an open — 4, The granting of thle pormit would adversely affect the

Hpace oagement., o EIOEFBEE gulde and General Plan fop the City of 8an
ego,

The Planning Dapartment recommends DENIAL of the aubject

Planned Commercinl Development hased upon the belisf that R The Planning Departnent believes that an exceggive

all of the necossury Findings aof Fuet cannot be met for : “ dmount of commarciul nffice Spece la being constrycted
granting npproval. - in the Misatlon Valley aran. Tho use of thias property

for office davalopment wouwld exacoerhate the exigting
FINDING OF FACT . sltuation, The adopted General Plan designates thim.

tler of natuyeral hillaide ubave 8Xlsting commercinl
1, The proposed use at this particular location would not development. in Migs)on Valluy for open Epace preservation, -

be necessnry ar desirable to provide a service or Approval of the aubject development would ke contrary
- faellity contributing to the general wall-beling of the Lo the General Plan,

neighborheod, the community and the City, o
The Environmentsal Quuelity Dvieion has reviewed the

Thia project proposes the construction of 10,000 eq. : Wropesed development and haa determined that the project

tt. of additional offlco 5puce in the Mission Valley would have tha following signdficant impact:

area. The Planning Department helieves that sufficient -‘5ﬁﬁ____MHmH-*—___,______ .

office spree exists in Mission Vulley to serve the .. "For the proposed type of commerctal] project, on aite

needs of potantinl ten:~nts within tirte complex and disturbance uf the hillside lot woyld be minimized wiih

that, furthar, the Department helievea that the amount tha propossd bullding placement architectural design

of commercial offiece use in Mission Valley 1s exceeding and landsenjiing, Nevertholess, the project would

that recommopded by the andopted fGeneral Plan, €ntat) constructiaon on a vigually Bignificant nmtursl

. Bite in tha hillside review nverlre zone, Such development
2, The developmont, would under the circumstances of thie 28 well ne Lho proposed rezoning ol .l entire alght to

pPartiocular case, be detrimental (r the health,. saftey CO would ﬂﬂﬁﬁhliﬂﬂ.ﬂ precedent fgp ehcropechment into an
,z’%? and geoneral welfare of peraons liviag or working in the undiaturned tley af URLUTE] OPen Bpace extending Taferally
) area and injurious ta property and improvemehts (existing nlong the pouth alape ?ﬁ?TﬁES%BH”VEIIEy_"

or future) In the vicinicy,

F____:7 A copy af the Environmenta] Impact Raport Prepared for
this project ta on fi1le in the -City Clerk'm affice and
18 nvailable rar public review, '
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Tt. M8L, a sighificant extension of commereial encroach-
ment into the designated open space hillside.

"Mitigatican: There are no measures evident which would
recuce to ingignificance the precedent for commercial
development movicg higher up the south slopes of Mission
Valley in this Hillside Review area. Although the
proposed project utilizes only one-fourth of the large
lsot, it remains a sipnificant new encroachment not only
in terms of the office building itselft, but more impor-
tantly in terms of future development expectations for
this and ndjoining properties arising from the rezoning
of the esllre 4.8B-scre parcel to CO. '

- Theratore, a substantial mitigation of the 1ssue of
development precedent in a natural area would be to
Iimit ©O moning to that minimum lot necessary to cantain
the proposed office bullding project, leaving the
remafning area of the subject property in its existing
R-1-40 Zone. This mitigation would require a parcel
map, but would not require further envirommental ‘process.
ing beycnd an ameadment to this EIR. .

B, OTHER TMPACTS

Other impact categories were consjdered in the Initial
Study epnd found to have no sigoificant impact on the
praoject, nor would they be significantly affected by
the projeoct.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Alternate Project: Under existing R-1-40 zoning, up to B
lots could be developed with single~family residences on the
subject property. Such a davelopment would utilize all of
the lot instead of only 25% as with the proposed project,

and would therefore be more disruptive te the hiliside.
Residential construction would be difficult if not impossible
in soy case because of the steepuess of the subject property.

Reduced Prpject Scope: Projects which left an even greataer
part of the subject lot undisturbed would reduce the site-
specific impacl of that particular project, but would not
alter the larger impact of setting the precedent for develop-
ment encroachment onto ap uUndisturbed tier of natura side.

P

No Profest: This alternative would eliminate the emvironmental
wpact cited for the proposed project, but would likely be
infeasible without a solution to the resulting economic

impact on the property owner.
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e Environmental impact Report
Environmental I, DL,
Quality #77-03-18
Division
235-5775
SUBJECT: Mesa Mortgage Office Buillding. REZONE from R-1-40 to

TO 0f 4.8R acres in the HILLSIDE REVIEW overlay Zone
for PLANNED COMMERCTAL DEVELOPMENT of a 10,000 =q. ft.
office bullding and parking area. Located south of
Camina del Rioc South and west-of I-15 at the end of
Scheidler Way in Miusion Valley (Lot 1, Nagel Tract 2,
Map 4737). Applicant: Mesa Mortgage Company.

SUMMARY ANL CONCLISI[ONS

The Environmental Quality NDivision has determined that the
proposed project would have the followlng significant impact
which could bs substantially mitigated as 1lndleated helow,
although not to a level of insignificance,

Impact: For the proposed Lype of commercial project, on-

site disturbpace of the hillside lot would be minimized with
the proposed huilding placement, architectural design and
landscaping. Nevertheless, the project would entail construc-

‘tilon voh n visunlly significant natural site in the Hillslde

IT.

Review averley zone. Such development as well as the proposed
rezoning of Lhe entire site to CO would establish a pracedent
for encroachment inte an undisturbed tier of natural open
space extending laterally along the south slope of Mission
Yalley,

Mitigation: A substantial mitigation of the lssue of develop-
ment precndeat oo the hillside would he to limit CO zoning

to that minimin lot necessary to contaln the proposed office
building, leaving the remalning area of the subject property
in dts exisving R-1-40 Zoone, This mitigation would require
£iling of a percel map.

PROJECT DESCHIPTION AND SETTING

Constraction of a 10,000 sq. [t. offlce bullding 1s proposed
on the lowor 1.08 ncres of u 4.B8-acre hillside lot. The
three~level buildilng would be stalr-stepped up the hillside,
each level set back from Lhe one below. The lowest level,
connecting to Scheidler Way, would contain 25 parking spaces,
Office acummmodations would he located jin hoth the second
level and ¢ high-celltaged third level coptaining a mezzanine.
Extensive landscaping would be placed along the front of

each level and around the sides of the buillding. From a
perking level ‘elevation of 163 £4, MSL, the terraced structure
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Sent Tuesdtsy, Decerinr 20, U005 §:19 PM ORDERS ONLY m“ma”&’wﬁaﬁlm NSRS TRATOR
To: <JT2IPhotmal, com> ﬁ M
Subfect ! Re: Disgan €SS quiestion Ez?)?hol?gﬂslzhsﬂ
HI Randy, oy s
' Mr. John Wilhoit
Dlegan CSS Is considered a sensitive habital B in and of Itsel, and su i
" i . \ PpOIts Planning Department
Approximately 100 species (plant and Aanival) unsldered endagernd, threatened, i) Cit fg el;'_;ic: (o]
or rare by State and or Federal agencies  [nfarmation on Il rarily, as opa ﬁAZH V .. ny 0‘ an & R Lo
Indicator of aemsitivity, range from 66% having been fost to wban development (Y 202 Firat Street, Fifth Floor
and agriculture to onty

10% of the original £S5 remaining in ition
(he., 50% of £55 In goed congition lost}. Part of the an o

the loss resulls from the subjective assessment of whal degree of disturbance
(e.9.; invasive veed cover) constilutes n Joss. tL Is among the mest

Intensively human-aftected {awkward term} vegatauon types In the U.S, [ would
nol say that It fs the mast endangered halltat type Iy the continental LS.

There are many wetland habitat types thal

are Juore endangered. How it compares
6 other endangered uplang habltat types, T don't know. ¢ g

San Diego, CA 22101
ficulty In measuring

» Re:  Reaues| to Initinte Mission Valley Community Plan Amendment
’ APN 439-430-24-00, Scheidler Wny

g St EOMY b 197 Mt 4 e vl iy g S

m ; Dear Mr. Willoit:

ey ure. that you know that e Iocus o the MSCP and the such NCCP L0 '-“ilf.‘.!.).’.l.f' e department, we are
Southem California is CS5, the reasor bowng tat i fuppors so man sentie " Pursuant to recent discussions with you and other members of your dep wrtment,
. . ‘ V ) = writing you on behall of our client, Pagific Coast Assets, LLC, to request the. initiation of.an
Hope 1 hels, . " amendment to_the Mission Valley Community Plan (MVCP). Dler client 15‘1110: owner of the

above-referenced vacant parcel on Scheldler Way, south of Cwmino Del Rio South between
- Interstate 15 and Interstate 805, He intends to propose the development of a two-story, 10,400
> Rancl Bk’ <xs2hotmaison 242005 937 4 > square foot medical and corumerelal office building on that site.
:fl ::!t;b:f’ s::seg:.gm: ﬁzv:t:p ful:glijn:n;;ﬁhgf ';rr:s‘tju'cgc::atlcr?fﬁé ft’;n;arr:r ts:ee cles The parcel is tive acres in tota) size. ‘The lowest northern area of the parcel, arlllilcipatcd
E’:;Lti:t :J::i pri]«:‘sfr:zed as the most andangered habitat In contnental .S, PRICETOO LOW for development is approximately ane acre in size and is zoned MV-QO. The remaining ui;
o your understanding? Do you know what UG FAWS constders TO SHOWI slope southerly portion of the parcel is zoned RS-1 and is approximalely four acres,
thanks, Randy ]

@

Gat the Jatest updstes from MSH
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connection with a much carlier land use permit spplication, which subsequently lapsed, the City

oblained an open spuce srsernent over the soultherly four acres. The pareel is entirel osed

of 25% or greater slope. The 150-foot elevation contour line bisects the portion of the property

zoned MV-CO.

The MYCP Qpen Space Flan, which was adopted in 1985, protects hillsides From,ag,L
development dbove the i%‘Offdosr:g-rf:nnt011r’_rijr_1.e_. These areas are primarity zoned !nw-clicnf(lt‘)ir
residential and mre wilng the Eitllside Review Civerlay Zone, What was apparently averdt?ot;
by City staff and the community is that there are a limited {lmtlher of parcels that are zone, u;‘ e
MVCP for commergial developiment that are ot least partially above the 150-foot contour line.

Therefore, despite being zoned for commercial development, development is prohibited because
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Mr, John Wilhoit a

Tune 3, 2004 "

Page2

of the conflict with the restrictions above the 150-foot contour line, effectively depriving those HILLSIDES

parcols of any cconomit use. The Environmentally Semsitive Lands Ordinance allows .

development of steep slopes if necessary to uchieve 8 maximum development erea of 25 percent Hillsides ere geological features on the landscape whose slope and soil i

of the premises. The Mission Valley Plunned District Ordinance (MVPDO) section ] vegetation, underlying geology and the amount of PTCGipitatji:nn. Maint:i;uﬁ;gmlhajsb:!n;?fbr‘;dm
103.2107(c)(2) further restricts the aitowable development amount to 20 percent. The 150-foot reduces the danger to public li=alth and safety posed by unstable hillsides Dcvdopmgm uﬂ'::::
contour line restriction does not allow our client to develop vp 1o 20 percent of the parcel as this ecquitibum, Disturbance of hilisides can resull in the loss of 51;,1-,c and soil stabili
allowed per the MVPDO. This clearly was an unintended consequence which can only be . ) increased run-off, prl jutensified erosion; it can also destroy a community's acsthetic msomg'

corrected by amending the Community Plan, The southern slopes of Mission Valley mark the cotumunity’s boundary and provide an atiractive
. and distinctive seting,
San Diego Municipiul Code (SDMC) Section 122.0104(1) allows an amendment to a tand )
use plan to be Initiated if any of three pritmary criteria are met, er if supplemental criteria are met, - “The open space arcas shown in the General Plan and Pro ress Guide fo . :
N e . I d : t the Cit
We believe that our request for amendment satisfies two primary criteria; namely: . are predominantly comprised af steep hillsides and smnl!g-undeveloped canyon;)' giszfﬂ?‘eﬁ:

slopes of Mission Valley ore identified as part of that open space system, The major portions of

"(8)(1) The smendment is appropriate due to & map or text emor or to an o e : s e
umissit_\n( 31(113'!5 when the land u‘sip ptan was adopted 1:)r during sabsequent the f]opes are ourrently zoued for Iow-dcnsn_l}.r residential development, and are further regulated
P ! &5 E!!vnmnmenmll:y Sensnwc Lands, the Hillside Review Overlay Zone. As demand for land
amendmenty, ] increnses, these hillsides are mnore likely to face development pressure, Due to the impact
“(6)3) The smendmenl is appropriate duc to a material change In ) :;1;51?& .dcve:iupmefll! ean h?\-? oo the communit:v's health and safety, and on land, water,
" circumstances since the adoption of the land vse plan, whereby denial of initiation COrr:K:;?ilel'can'tP:}}S‘l]T _J:hﬂurt..es.'xl iz nplpaxcnl that if they are developed it must be in & manner
would resull in hardship to the applicant by denying any reasonable use of the P with hillsade ecology. \th_leas the southern slopes have been maintained in close to
omcrty - . their n.urum! state, %he notthern hillsides have been extensively modified and disturbed by
property. extraction a_nd building activities. Development oviented toward the Velley and acoessed by

This amendment will not frustrate the intent of the MVCP or the Generaj Plan because it r‘:?‘ds_tmﬂ’.ﬁhi}i‘ﬂfsz?}'_ﬁ‘fiuld ndt cxiend above the 150-foot elevation contawr. E——"""Zrnc

. ——

will be extremely limited in application. All but a tiny portion of the protected hillsides will OBJECTIVE
continug to be praserved. Deuying the initiation wilt cause severe hardship to the applicant

because it will prevent any reasonuble use of the property _Ij_gggegg,g,l_pp_qp_. space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological

For the reasons dJdiscussed above, we respectfully request support to initiate an instability in order to ,C"“E{a.‘“_fo"-l form, insure public safety, provide aesthetic
amendment to the MYCP, A strileeout, underiine of the proposed textusl changes to the MVCP enjoyment, and protect biological resources.
|s‘cnclosed_ _ PROPOSALS

Please advise u$ al ouce if anything more needs to be submitted in order to allow prompt ) o
consideration of our reques!, Thank you for your courtasy. —=7  Desigate ‘!“ hillsides and canyons which have any of the following characteristics as
! open space in the community:

Very truly: yours,

M W y’mﬂg .-—-3; a. Contain nwe ot endangered species of vegetation or animal life.
J -
C oy . ’ .

b, Contein wastable sofls.
1. Michael McDade
of : c. Contain the primary coutse of o vatural drainage pattem.
SULLIVAN WERTZ McDADE & WALLACE
A Professional Corporation '

Enclosures
- 132 -
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4. Located ubove the 150-foot elevalion cozltnmmw °
zgnut Loy semmersial/offlee wic und bisected by the 150:fant clcvation

T
Permit only low intensity developments to oecur on remaining hillsides exceeding 25
percont slope within the HR Zone localed below : yati ]

far narsely sprrsnsly. zuned for commercial/offics yse and blsected by the 150-foot

elevation contour.

Open Space casements should be required for those lots or portions of lots in the MR
Zone. i

Lot splits should siet be permitted on hillsides exceeding 25 percent slope except to
separate that portion of a lot exceeding 25 percent slope from that portion not exceeding
25 percent slope for pwposes of ebtaining open space easemen!s.

Devetopment intcasity should not be determined based upen land located exceeding 25
percent slope.

Encournge the use of Plunned Developmests to clustar development and retain as much
open space arcy as possibie,

Preserve the lineasr grecnbelt and natural form of the southern hitlsides,

Rehabilitate the nerthern hillsides and incorporate them into future development,

DEVELOPMENT GUIDLLINES

Grading required 1o accommodate any new development should disturh only minimally
the natural terrain. This can be achieved by:

a Contouring es natuzally as possible to maintain the overall landforn.
b, Blending prading features into remaining natural terrain,
c. Replanting with native, drought resistant plants to restore natural appearance and

prevent erosion.

d. Adapting buildings and parking nréas to the natural terrain (i.e., tucking into
hillsides, wiilizing smoll pad areas, utilizing compatible site design).

Development consirucied on natural hilisides should preserve and enbance the beauty of
the landscape hy encouraging the mecimum retention of natural topographic featires
such as drainage swales, stieans, slopes, ridgelines, rock outcroppings, vistas, natural
plant formations, and trees,

-1
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a. ()m:nlt new development nlong natural drainage courses which can provide natﬁnﬂ
anlently tor the project, provided drainage is not impeded.

b, ~ Use Frdestriau l?ridgcs tnd walkways 1o link various elements of developments
separated by drainage courses or subsidiary ennyons or gullies,

Design roeds terving hillelde and canyon developments carefully and sensitively,

a. Roads serving residential development near the upper ridge of the south rim of the
-‘;_r'ralluy should be :]m!-cle-sacn ot loops cxtending from existing upland strects

st exteastans should be “single loaded” Wwith slructures on one si !

of i width, ¢ ne sideoniy) n‘nd

b. | Romdg as-lnwing Vallay development (office, educational, conuncrcinl—recrcat{oh
canunerial-retail) ot the base of the hillsides should consist of short side s:rccts,
branching off Camino Del Rio South or Hotel Circle South, These side streets
should provide primary aceess to projects in preference to coliector strects,

c. Acezss ads ghould not intrude into the designated Open space areas.
Acc_css rondy .':}_:m!ld follinv the natural topugraphy, whenever possible, to minimize
cutting and grading. Where roads have to cross the natural gradient, bridges should be

used rather than (31 in order Lo maintajn the natura! drminage patterns,

Where‘fer Dosaible, preserve and incorporate maturs trees and other established
vegetation imo the overall project design.

Improve the uppenrnnce of the understiuetures of buildings and parking areas visible
from below by:

a, Providing ssnsitive site and structura) design,
b. Ineotporasing structures into the existing hillsides,
c. Use appropriate seveening materials (ineluding landseaping).

Large-seale develnpmant (commercial, office, or commercial-recreation) at the bese of
the slopes should net ot or grade, nor extend above the 150-foot elevation contour on the
southern slopes, gycent fog pacgels curre c i 4
Disected by the LA%- Lot clevation conjour.

Ag part ofﬂ‘m implementalion process, height limits and site design regulations should be
formulated in acder to prevent the obseuring of views of the natural hillsides.

-,
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All that portion of the Mmsmn Valley Comnmuaity Plan area located south of Interstate 8
should be incorporated into a South Mission Valley Helght Limitation Zone, which
establishes a height linsitation for a new or altered buildings of 40 to £5 feet.

The hillsides should provide a clear area of demarcation between the Misslon Valley
Community Plan arcs and the communities on the mesas above Mission Valley.

Development at the base of the slopes should utilize the following design principles:

H.

b.

LEinphasize n herizontal rather than a vertical orientation for building shape. '

Step back each suceessive floor of the structure to foliow the natura! line of the
slope. '

Set the rear of the structure into the slope to help blend the structure into the site.
Utilize buiiding materials and colors that are of emth tones, particularly dark hues.
Utilize Jondscape materials compatible with the natural hillside vegetation.

Design roof arers 1o minimize disruption of views from the crest of the hillsides.
Sloped or landscaped roofs and enclosed mechanical equipment can help to
achieve this effect.
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This redlined drafy, gonevared by ComparcRite (TM) - The Instant Redliner, shows the
differences between -

original document : SACLIENTS\$059\01 NDWMISSIONVALLEYCP.DOC

and revised docwnent: BACLIENTS\S0S9\H IOWISSIONVALLEYCE V2.DOC

CompareRite found  § change(s) in the text

Deletions appear as (verstrike text
Additions appear a3 i3old Dbl Underline Lext
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Prolact infarmallon (7P )

Pacllis Coast tullding Davelopmant: 74720 Pacliic Coart bullding -

Peoleat Mgres Tepp, BU (@18} 446-6270  wiipp @ aandivga.gov

LSO e

Review Cycle informaltan -

Opaned: 1720/2004 (210 PM Submittali 17282004 03.687 PM

Closed: 220/2004 12:34 PM

Ravisw Cycist | Prafiminary Revigw [Cloond)
Deamed Camnplote on 1/2802034 35:57.56

Revlew Infarmalion

Started: 2/4/2004 G1:4C PM
Completed: 2/17/2004 11:48 AM
Nestad Again: [_]

Aoquesied: (/3042004 12:38 PM
Asg(gned; 2/3/2004 00:00 AM
Ruaauighed;

Ravlewlng Dlscipline: LDA-Plapning Aoview
Reviaweri Mazo, Renog
Next Raview Mathod: Praliminary Raviaw

Clgsrod?  lasue Nuranor and Dos¢riplion

E] 1 This prapeasd project ia acalad 10 tha V-G rona, the Hilskde Design Subdisuict. Aran X of the
Dawelapraact (ntanghy Disklct and Atas 3 Teallio -Thegehold Qne within the Misaion Velsy
_— E_qnunurlity Plan, .

[y Breiim Commonia

: -—-§- 7l 2Asit= Davalopront Paimit; Progoas 3 ia required for davelopment within Environmantelly Sensltive
rucess B v

Landn, gaction 143,0140, Slgap Hillliga section 142 0142 and Sensliive Biclogical Regourcaa
" | “:r sintion 1430144, Vhe proposed prajsct mut contenn 4 the Land Davolopment Coda, Stesp Hiflslda
o Pl duseedeed.
i | 21 Hegpones to Applicant quastion K1;
‘. L‘?’V"'\ (L‘\"‘u{i" . - - __ You, per segkion 103 2107(2) the nudmum encreachment sliowance 1 20%.

' Quidvilnas and Ihe soluglent Guidelinas.
d N ——le
Wlwu—ﬁ\) r) ‘\{ 71 4 Bosponse 1o Abplicant quostion #2:

I_j & Neaponaa to Applioant quastion §3- .
fiall ool it suphom B Bedence W sode sacion 0B 210T(3UAY.

{71 e RAespansa ¥ Applican question k4
No, 3 Commenity Plan Amendmant mny be requirad. Relar 1o commants from Long Range Planning
__and Tranaportalion Plannars.

71 7 feeponae lo Applional question #5; .
fha propoesed projact in locslad In Areg K of he Davalopnant nlansity Dinteict and Area 3 Trattic
“Itueshold One within ha Muslon Valtey Gamauynity Plan.
__tea also Tratiporiation tommenta,

L & Hecponse to Applicant question #6:
] Tha Missian Vallay PRO, the Muniipal Cade and 1he Migelon Yellby Communily Flan govern fne
(luMufm\em_m VR IOFHENY.

1 ©Twesponse o Apphceit quesion wi .
1ho proposed prolect lipa enliraly within the Misalon Vallay Community Plan.

(7] 10 Raapoase to Applicant Questian ¥8:

E_l 11 Aesponan o Applicont quutldn 4e.
__.lma comments from Open Hpase andior Long Range.

Bin e 448 dooA

Boow vazoize
b

s 465 1934

QBI04 12857 §

HE 17y OF %A DIEGO

1844-000A IO e ot oo DO (2 pge Y (K1) ragmeo
Project Information ﬂ,{};a{g ) ’ .
{ 27783 Paciic Gonat bulding Ouvslopment: 24720 Pacifis Coxet buliding

Praject Mgrt mpg._am {818 4468273 warlno Qsmnchioge. pov

LR

Rovisw Cyale Information

Review Oycle: 1 Preliminary Aaview [Clnsad)
Daerned Gomplalé on 1/28/2004 15:57:58
=t s or

Opaned: 1/20/2004 02,10 #M Bubmittat: 1/26/2004 03:57 PM

Closeu: 3rp3/2004 12:34 PM

fRaviaw Information
Revlawlag Ousctpling: fha-Mans Otticer
Raviawar: Maclan, Hab
Next Heview Method: Fralininary Rovaw

Anguesiod: 1/30/2004 12:38 PM
Anslgued: 2/3/2004 0240 Al
Reanalgoed:

Baried: 2004 03:54 AM
Compleled: /2004 1026 AW
Neaded Again: [

Cleared?  lssug Mumber and Descrlption
> Ei i 1 fgvl .
; I:l 1 F'mvlfl- bulding adurnas nyinbats, visible and legible frum the streot or road franting ihe proparty per
li o THIPS Polioy P-00-) fUFC 001,4.4) - provite 1% 6 nole oh e alte plan.
; 7} 2 Showlocation of a4 exisiing hydran:s, within 800", an alte pian. (UFG903.2}
7] 3 Pirvids Mo acoas rondwny algng or sed cinby In accordance with FHPS Pollcy A-00-1 - provide as a
i v A2 1N W10 Bl pla.
P [7] 4 Comply with Sity of San Diego Lrndscaping Techniea Manuat for brush and landscaping. {Appendtx
{ H-A, Baction 18)
{71 5 Bulding i raquired tn be sprinkiered Tor he loliowing reason; Boliava Rurgial »pacey, e, wilf be
' o 2 iz alfind 11,2 eoeupaney and, tnacata, Wil fequia fle eprkiklacs,
! [T a Pt ntloator vaives, fiie depniunoni cornsotions, rnd alarn bl are to s ocatud o the
! uddrand/ 1 gl of th iructre, LIPS 1001.4 - provide as a hoto on the site plan.
11 timd “yYrasscrete” aczoas ctll maet Fire Dopartmant Polley A-28-8 (pravided at e meating).
i 177 2'What)s the bubding hekgin (measureact trom the paved parking surface to the tap of the buliding)? It
3 e g Wi 35 additlonal mexyes 1o e tos sarinl laddas uocses fuat be providad.
i [} Yihat 019 you preposing a3 an decupancy tirssification for thts buldng? -
i i PR
!! L) 10 ®ioposed fire lane ke moto han 300; long - 2¢° minlmum width requlred, nel 24" 0a proposed.
1 11 Propased tum siound doas ngt mest Fieo Daparienant aceass poficy. Olacues &t the maating {copy al
i e e [reiliy wall B provided),
i Foszllde on-sita fira hychant raguired.
i 19 Onestlon 4 - No, discuss at e meoing,
i [71 14 :2unstion 2 - vahicls access on oo side is scasptabla provided hose caverage masts Elre
i e Jepaniman requiraments, Discusa nt the masting.
i [ 15 Queation 0 - yae.

imview Informatton

Reviawing Dlsciphne: Pian-Long Range Flanning

»—-—-§ Raviewer: Wihoit, John
Next Reviaw Method: Praliminary Review

Requeated: 1/30/2004 12:38 PM
Asvignedd; We/2004 12:38 PM
Rapssignud:

Started: 2232004 06:08 AM
Completed: 2/23/2004 0852 AM
Nosdod Agaln: (V)

Claatagt?  ingne Humiier and Gassiption

7 Mo (3tus Groyp (152448)
' o

Vha ondiee, Propany i A (hm Minston Valkey Community Plan siaa.

™

fo

7 e Minalon Vaflwy Compumily Hinn 43ate3 that hingives above the 150 1ol aontour should be
Ateabiyugtled npin space a0d Irai Wskieg bylow the 150 loat contour should Pa low ntensity
. A plan amandment would Le tvquired to davelap abova the 150 tgol contour.

i P2k WR01,28 Bl Tripp 4405273
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John Wiihoit ~ RE: Pacific Coast Assats QFfice Bﬁtldlng PTS ©27762
Ummculam«u

‘ E Fr—=i e P e Wl LY On g1
. . ‘:I W% P i A v G
Prami - Jom i / ¢ - e R e R

Yo: -’ Sharedy, Xim “
Bubjecti  RE: PRofic Canst Assets Cffica Bybding PTS 537762 { pase >
ccs Manis, Beo . : .

¥im: Soma ool news for the applicant. Wa wers analyEng the propossl erd considering the optlons to justily
the community plan amenament without using the existing zoning s the appliaint proposed, In dolng so wa've
determined that we can suppoit tha project without tha plan amendment based upan Ehe foliswing:

1) The eomimunity plan skotes thit “Lirga-scaie development {commarciol, offlce, or commarcial-recs sation) at
the bose of the glopae thould nat cut ar grada, 1of extend abave the LS0-foat elevntion mntow on the sowthem

. " slopes.® Insofar as the proposad siructure s appraximataly 10,000 square feet while the structures on the
abutting propertles are up to 71,000 Square fewd ana averaga 30,000 stuare fegt, nhu proposed structure can bg
eargldered lass than "lirgﬁ-!cnln.

2) Tha devalopimant woukd be largely scraencd from viaw from the pubilc dght-of-way by structures north of the
property. '

3) There is develepnent abutting to the west that extands sbove the 150-contour Int the designated opan
space,

4) Due to the ppen space masement, the pruject tavid nat axtend mare than gparoximately 50 faat lito the
deslgnamr:l aptn Spucs.

i
5) Approxmataly 50 parcent of the pan:d Is It an opén space ensement,

Ml'!ml!i TR RiLg B TROS KB S0 By

et ot Evsoy gt P
Nate that Any Brojact an thie sta wil nesd to he vary carelully designed @ minimiza the grading, visual, asd ;:-.?‘P“—“‘—w—w—w L BINRE TranApMEO] MO iniArsuctton Paturer B asors s e By Asaing P b ure.
cther Impacts, Alia, as [ sated hefora Fri, the 2one boundary and the easement boundary aré net cotanminous i " . HNa TR UAP I snCTALIED IO WANRANTY OF
according bo cur records. Lat ma know if you have any questions. raawiye Ny i BT MO LS 10 Tl LD
- Paroa CI T it S
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Contacy list  Lewrn more :
2:04 P 4728/06
Fro"" « Jim Fesig ughtdrod.nety !
AL LU W it s ey
S *Randy Berkman® <tb223@hetmall.coms>

- SUBIECE o impact of cussial sage scsub trom fre sone cleading?

E-\el!;ll‘:irftnr?: ‘wilditfe value wAll ba reduger substanslly. Hut, the way It i3

doslgned, cach year S0 will bie cut and deared, so each year thers wilt be
] ; .
fewer and fewer larje porenalal planks.

Wivag plants wib reduce thelr abiitty to codl the soll
' 1!:;2e t;rtlrj\mlhngn?'atnh: tr?"u:e":fu!f Lcilmpz 1s uptially kept around the planf by I?w branches

wﬂrll?w hiown away, Tig vl probubly serlously rudur;: the abl 't;yv:m:er’r
perenhlal natve plants 10 sprout, It will also redues the supplr: l.he o o
tnsects, tharefore rodents sm) Wirds, therefore larger manl‘!ma .Elcarlng 08 o e

ruund’ cover and the disturhance of tha LTews und mach nmvw e ot the
\q~d1l encourage the adsditicaal Invaslon of annual weeds. 1do e mgtes
mne.z wroa vl be & €55 cammwnity for mord than a few years.
that the Oty showed us lookad pretty miszrable,

: he zane 2 ares will ba badly

if a of the C56 vagutation survives, 1
zg?;umm not vm';‘;mdumve anel probably be considared appropriate for
development i the futurs.

i 2 g datminate, the fire risk t nearby

spect that as [oon 45 Lhe weeds Begin to y
dlei‘:g;::nmt will lwIL" worse L wAth the CC5, They gnie more easllyis‘a{:s
ralséd these Lsiues durlng the rovlew of the EIR, but 10 senous analysl |

- done ubo;.l( It aryd the Cli 25 respoases wera pretty flippant,

1 will forward [his to Rick yalsey and Bruce Gatt wha know a lot about €53 than
[ do, .

Do you SBE SO WY Lo ciallinge ihe pollcy at this pointd

Is yout Interest aboul the Uatoway bullthng I Mission Valiey? Since that is on

g it probebly result In erosion
slope, 1he renoval of ee 1 vegatien wi r
;rsnllsli?ns v,?lm the subs=quent water quality and possibie Nooding implications as

i
- 3 BIHE BN MJ!M|odxn1hl‘nllulb~hluﬂﬂﬂl-be
ln|i|h|||il‘.||H('o-mnl-k;-blnlnlni\&KhdMnulﬂU 1129abd0. 8410 dca " !
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April 1K, 2006
Mi, Ken Teasiev. Hearmg (HGeer
iy ol Han Digwp

Re: Macilie Cuust O1flice Building

Lrear Mr. T

this project oo ses crnl grodnds,

Phave baen i cont e with M Randy Berhuuan regarding this proi
add i vonee @ the nany salient comments fie makes ard very vali | issucs he caises.

NORMAL HEIGHTS
COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP

¢ Cotmnningy Plaming Group heard a presentatian by Mr, Robert
rling bis Pacific Const Office project. A vote of 10-0 3415 1aken against

My ollack s project seeks © build above the 1507 line in {12 MVITX)
“Proservation of Steep Slopes” section, While we have hea - that DSD has
suid il B not 2 problem. we slrongly disugree. The poinl ¢ not whether this
praject dees not encroach uek, or witl not set a precedent, vr that it prevents
devetopment of his project, it is quite simply that is not alowed under il
abovy prindsion, There should not even be iy bearing. 1t is 1t incumbent on
the pabie v cheuge zoning 1w allow development where it © not ollowed. It
1 incumbent that an individual do their due diligence hefor: purch ssing
nroperly 1o see if carrent zoning will allow them o build wint they want
|uii | )

While oar Planeing Group wir not publicly noticed on this aroject it

v theles - desd abut o our beunditnies and a courlesy rot ce would have
teitapprap lute, especially given that it is asking for an ex :nption te the
cavyon’slanes wlhich are parl of aur boundaries.

Tins vipe o ofthee des elopment has been propesed hefore.iy 977 and was
nasrasnd 1o be in the pablie interest by the Plaening Depur 17ent and the
Plurming Comirission,

M, Foliack purchased the land knowing what the limiation s were. 1t is not
up io the pablic the City or any ather graup te make accom:nodations for
theny HnniGiong, JEis Towever, up o him to find a way to - vork within the

i tians ' e property.

Uhere s ne Lae dept. access, Instead the building is to hiave wprinkters
installed. | belicve most new buildings already reguire this, +o this does not
raldress the e of fire dept, access to the slopes. We in Normal have seen
fest b aehet o fire i the canyons can do to us. No project anyswhere near
the annvan sopes shonld be without fire access,

vt and car only
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April 13, 2006

Kenneth Teasley, Mearing Oficer
City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92104

Subject: Hearing Officer .r’s.gumln. of April 19, 2004, Pacific Const Office Building,
Project No, 73384

Drear Mr, Tensley:
T will be out of town starting lomorrow and nay not return before April ¥9. Therefore, 1

&m providing my ¢omuments © you via c-mail and request l]ml they be cmzn:d into the
record.

Unfortunately, until | d the staff memo daled April 12, [ was not aware that the
Mitignted Negative Declartion had once apain been revised ns of March 31, 2006,

T um weiting on behatf of Gave and Mansy Weber, who reside in the adjacent community
of Normal Heights, The Webdrs have long been active and strong proponents of the open
space system thal includes e south stopes of Mixsion Vatley and the southeriy-trending
fingrer canvons. This is wa opea space system 1hat is shared by the two communities, Mr.
and Mrs. Weber were distmbiad to learn recently that City staff is recommending
approvat of a projeer tha crtends 16 fiet above the {50-fant contour that was established
as the northern boundary nf the open space svstemn. Bqually disturbing is the faet that they
had to learn abow this maolect o e “San Dicge Reader” Without suestion, the
Mitigated Negative Dec 11 show]d have been sent to the Normal Heighis Community
Planning Commnittee f s arud comment. And. of course, jt should have been sent to
the Council Listrict 3 otlice oy well.

One need only look st e Vicinity Map o eulize that this project abuts single-family
residential properties i Mortnal Heights and may have as much, if not greater, impact on
Normal Heiphts as o Aiesion Vatley, particalarly in e nreas of Land Use, Landform
Alteration and Visual Qualitv. Unfortinately, the Miligated Negative Declaration
addresses views of the praject only [rom Mission Valley.

The Mitigated Negative Declaation {MIND)Y {version dated Fanuary 3, 2006) has other
deficiencies, ineluding. ot limited (o, the tallowing:

1. The Revised Final YN (17100)

Slales “in accordance with CEQA section
S073.5(cid), rediner ity

o of the 1evised final document was not required as there
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are {no?) new impacis and no pew mitigation was identifled. This revision does not
affect the environmental analysis or conelusions of this document.”

But that's not what the CEQA Guidelines state. Section 15073.5(c) states

“recirculation s not required under the following circumstances: .

() New information s added w the negaiive decluration which merely clarifies,
amplilies, or makes insignifieant madificaticns to the negative declaration.™

Since there was absohiely g discussion of Landform Alternation/Visual Quality or
Land Use i the Oviober 14, 2005, verdion, one cannot argue that the revised
document (17306 or 23 1/400) merely clarifies, amplifies. 'or makes insignificant
modifieations. These e entirely new discussions that warrant review by the publie,
including the community of Normal Heights.

2. The Revised Final MND (123/08) staics, “the City of San Diego's Significance
Guidelines include (hresholds for determining potentiaily significant land form
aleration impacts relalad o prading, Projects that would alter the natural {or
natralized) Ixndlform hy gragding more than 2.000 eubic yards of earth per graded
acre by either exeavation or fill eauld result in a significant impact.”

But the City™# Signiticance Determination Thresholds also include the fallpwing
caveat: "CGirading of o _aadler anwoul sy stll be considered significant in highly
seenig or enyirompentally sensitive a {emphasis added} It's absurd to sugpest
that this is not a “yceme or environmeninlly sensitive area;” that’s why a Site
Developroent Permit is being provessad, Therelore, the' amount of grading proposed
is potentially sipnilicani, warranting an EIR,

The Project Data Sheer includes the following erroncous information:
1. Zone: fuils to meadon thal part of the site is zoned RS-1-1.
2. Commmity Pl Land Use Designation: fails 1o include Open Space.

3. Adjacent Propertics w Seutly fails to include single-family residences. See Vicinity
Map. :

4. Deviations ar Variauces Requested: Why "None™ The Site Development Penmnit on
pages 2, 3. 7, B and 9 clearly recognizes o deviation. .

The Sapplemental Fludingz for Ynvironmantally Sensitive Lands make the following
erroneous stalerent: *'the praposed developnent is consistent with what is shown in the
Cammunity Plan snd glacs pol.proposs to enginach into any areas of destgnatsd open
space o MHPA open space This is elearly o Lalse statement since the project extends
above the 150-lott coruour,

On behail of Mr. and Mrs, Weber, il is requested that 1) the jten be continued; 2) an EIR
be prepared that addresses at a minimum Land Use and Landforme Alterption/Visual
Quality and provides nhernaives, including 1 least one that does not reguire deviations;
and 3} the environmemal document be disicibsiod o the NHCPC for review and comrnent.

L L UL T PR [T e S R A YR WY ABT 1TaA L

Pacific Const Offce Vaiaing

Page 3 . . f"‘g&f‘)

Thank you for your considezittinn,

Sincerely,

David A, Potter, 4101

e Gary angd Nuncy Weber
Councilmember Frve. thisirict 6
Councilmember Athina. District 3
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Toble 4-41: )
Summaty of Blologlcel Irmpacts - LRT Alternative (Acres)

i Fabitst -

Slgnificant Hahitats. - L Lt

Dlepan Coastal Sage Scrub A |
Southamn Msd Chapairal /Diagan Constal Sage Scrub - Laurel Sumae Daminated 0.3"
Ecinons

Gayote Bush tietub/Dlsturbed Dlagan Coastal Sape Servb Ecatone 2.'_-7-
Southarn Willsw Sgrub . : . ot '
Southem Wilow Ripadan Weediend ' . 08
Hebhat Tote! . e - NE) )
Juelzgdictlonal Impeacts . )
CDFG Jurisdierlon ’ - 0.8 )
USACOE Juris dictlon 1.7 (0.8 #ere of

- wotland 613 1.1

“ acren of por < «stland
Warers of ¢ U.S.)
Jurisictional 1ol ' . 17
" Insluded In “Signticant Habitata™ NG, . .
a
Source; Swestwner Environmantal Biologluts, 1996,
L] Disgan Ceoasta! Sape Serub Associations

Impacts ta Dilegan Coastal Saga Scrub (DEHS) woukl be considered slgnificant becal:: 2 of the
aflactsd status of thid Comunity. This habltat is descrlbed by some expers as 13t Most
endanaered habitat typs In e continenial Unitad- Staies an suppon severnl s 2nshive.
Specips, Much of tha remaiilig habital fras beeoms Tagmentad ar Matated by devel - pmert,
45 s the case in the projost area. Approxirnately 5.1 ucras (2.1 ha} of DCSS association: found
In tha impact corddor would ke 2Mected by tha LAY Altarnative. Also, 2.9 acres {1.: ha) of
+ Coyole bush sarub/DCSS aestone and 0 3 acres {0.12 ha} of southarn mixed chaparrel/DCSS
© BCctons would be afiected by the LAY Alternative, ’

JR——

‘l;;m Rroject wauld further fragraent some areas of natlve habitat with the placement = fill Tar .
BiRCHvork . Yha placement of the tansit line closa 1o the adge of the -8 Freeway and mi-imizing

[ i taguire:! minimizes impacts to coastal sage serub, including any specles thal

% [:; Y30 this bBlock of hebitat, either within and outside the project cormidor. This would *nereby
FNTHZE Impe s Lo gthor copstal RA1GE scah-dapendert spacies, SUGH as 1he coastal ¢ olfornla
utf.‘fﬂ(:harg‘ soulhern Calfornia rufous-crowned sparmow, cactus wren, and the Sas Diego

A0ktalled jaskrackit. Remaining impacls would not be gignificant due to the relatively small

CRI of hal kat affectod.
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( LAND USE
-

- INTRODUCTION

The CEQA Guidelines Appancdis ¢, X slates that Lead Agenciesshontil evaluate the
putential signifivance  of w project on Land Use und Planning under the following
criteria:

() physicully divide s estiblished community?
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency

but not Timited 1o the general plan,
for the

M conflict witn any applicable Jand
with jgniadiction over dhe prodect (Bncluding,
specilae plan, focal cousta) program or zoning ardinance) adopted
purpasz nd avniding or mitdgadng an envirormemal effect?

o) eonflicrwith any applicable nabita conservation plan or natural community

conservation  plan,

in accordance wilh Siats Plunnng and Zoning Law, the City of San Diego has adopted
a Progress Guide wnd Genernl Plan which provides n comprehensive long-term plan

for the developmazn of  the City. Inudilition. the City has adopted community ang
specific/pracise plins wineh provide growth development goals and guidelings for the
various communites dnd sitharcas. These pluns include land use elements und also
moy include  design. raconree nunagement and environmental clements or  goals,

Tn analvzing wheer a project ey create o potentially signiticant land use impact, the

project shoukd e adt for cunsistency with any adopted plans for the particular
site.  Aninconsistency with a plan is netl necessanity a significant envjronmental impact;

the inconsistency wauld  have e relae o an environmental issue to be considered
significant under {T.0A ’

anstn

SIGNIFICAN

D ETERR INATHIN

Thdoilowing will | br ¢ured

lr_l_'c\'l_Sigmiﬁr:m! Land s irnpacts:

L Ineonsimency/oontliciwith he envirenmentnl goals, objectives, or guidelines
BRI ana b g e AT A D B ) 1 TR Fie e, TOUTES TR RGUMENT A (A
CrrpatehiiaMopatis o Wit

3 v sene
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of a comrnunhy or gencral plan.

T ,".4-' 2. Inconsistencykonflict with ar ndopted 12nd use designation or intensity -and _..[
e e e . - . . ———
indireat orsecondary environmental impacis ocour (for example, : g

developmant o a designated schonl or park site with a more intensive land

use could result  intraffic impacts. (/J’l abyfat Jhe Pdu',f':s, Tfare 5 1000\

G Nd b
.

uses

T Ty |- T Sy wr——

D e T

e
3. Suhstantinl v eXteermne  use incompaltibility, for example, u rock crusher in a
residentind area; CUPS sometimes crente impacts because conflicting

A7

Page 22

are proposed,

4. Development oveonversion  of general plan or cormumunity plan designated

OPEN g L0 4 mote infensive land use.. 5
P
5. - lncompaoble uses nan alreralt aocident polential area as deflined in gn ;
airpart hnd use plan, : e 13
. ljf; E
5, Incemsisiencykonflict with adopted environmental plang {or an area. For = g
example. devalopment of o non-designated use within the boundaries of park ~ f §
master plan would full inle this category, ’ o # g -8
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11.2.4

Legend: Providc the tallovong information in the legcnd, bymwzory (i.e.. the distance from areas wirh astive or
naturalized \cgc(.lh(m) Bea Munaipn] Code Tahle |.u O04F for addilional inmnnangn

Svmbuols for all prupusnl ptndL naen g
Botnicel nanes and gornpen s dpnonids imore than two selections undcr each symbol}
Pounds per aere of seed iotier, ur conter secing ﬂfumnlulcr stock and roet cuttings

Broukdown, in pereentyros, of the variig tonlainer szes of ench sywhol {e.g. 10 percent, 24-inch-bax; 20 percent, 15-
galion; 26 percent, S-gullon: 25 parcens Cognlion and 75 pacent linery

el shrute

Mature height fapread af tees

Form and funetion nf exclgdan <yrubcl, sued a3 smnl( eanepy iree as ahrub, (o retardant/deep woting ground covers
for ercaion control: sl enrarlizing doweeing sheud for visual blending with exlsting habitat and decp rooling far
ero::iun control, ete.

Conmnnn-‘l ﬁi‘ §§xﬁ ﬁ?& :hmm

{,_...——-:} Lundscnpl Devefopnenl FPlan when e l,.l sitch ang Lhe plan Las selficlent ¢larity), Nale: n

Destgn Method: Providieo
. ERARRERN pinn. et et

not an opton under the Musarai Code
11.3.1

oo decribing the aeibod af design wied the crilerin used in developing vour SR
setions MLOUY (o D {es i &y

(32

Sl4e Develepment Fenlures: i %mﬂx | plan is suparate from the landscape plnn incluclé the swna site
developuean feoturen ay wdentition in the L muht.npc Plan requiremens.

I 1.3.3
ORI law e Poovide o mimm plar with e following:
. §1mcturc sethack trom all lures siceper thon 2544 and uver 30 feel in vertical height
Zones One and Two ziupiivsl!s shown dimicagioned and labelad
Mrovidae zone one eagx (L0 Scctions [92-04127g) & 142-0412 (h))
Symhola on the ph et o Acarly represent the plunting schene in Zonea 1 and 2
1134
FEEnaH EHETAERIED rroce aar: Fruvide a descrption of the progpased SFIE TRIRTEEIM program with the
following
information {refer t i 1207 S
Detailed description of (ke niy
Long- (s WBntenatee prog
ter

s el TLr (), (hy)
niation for ewch Zone, including the method of thinning/pruning in Zone 2
rars end weries Tiseiuding lime of year for thinslng for cich Zone and respenalble party

monitoring the maintenang:
33

8]
Tul)lQl Provide Table 14 250 Linsiicucip e Zong deptlse :I\ it the mmﬂmv'ﬂﬂ way designed under,
i

TENT:\TWF MADMSE WLIVER: Tev: maps must be i ihe fumat vs described in dle Suhdivision Manual and
be in

comfonuance with the Subai am sfap Aot wad zepulations inthe Munivlpal Code. A Process | Site Devclopmcnl
Permiiin

required for candominiutn ¢ v pu gt whieh peguesat devilicns from the development regulations in Section
144.0507. See 12,07 belon i sansanitisd ved- iromenls.,

12.1

Stamped: All plans st b sizesed by o ssicnals allow ed und livepaed te propare tentativee iaps ky the Califernio
Husiness and Professions Carde. Ticse profamionals include o Prufessional Land Survevor (PLS) ov 0 Rtgl!!ltrt'd Civil
Engincer (RCE).

122

Dimenstens: Flans nnst ha Ml hmu.‘ el fine luding eenter line 10 proparty line and curh o property line
123

Vistnity Minp: Provide s vicatity mup focgtiog e site. Inchude fresways, majot anteries end locsl eoliectors.
124 .

Legal Description: Piovide ooorpicte gl dascription and Agsessor's Tarcel Number(s).

.26

2 AN: Refler ko Municipal £ode Tuble 142-D4H (Mu i o mcluded wull K,

F o ZwY b 1754

Cen F@c

L ) . The pmposui dev riopx mt romph:s with the devcloprnc'nt area regulaunns
<ot Tl rwhere upplicabie pursu.\u! lo the Envuonmnntal]y Sensitiys Lnnds Regu]nuum

u J‘.l v
“The p:nposuu developmient v onForn1s wllh the. dcslgn standards t"or structun
design- aud i nnpzovcmentr Thsi corpqratcd into the

o - {2) T?u' propo.rerf cl'fvcfo rent wit! mminivifzs the alteration of narwm.’ Iandform: an
':_ 2T wild not result in usehyy rhk frem yeologle and erosiannfjmce: nndforﬂood and
j:re hazardy,

< - The propoysd t.lr-w..upn-.r'l conforms with the dc'zlgn standards for gradmg
. landform ul!eraunn nnd ut» improvement. Design stu.ndnrds are mel und desi

'lhc pmpou::l .uldpumm romphes wuls Lhc
erosion contryl iier s nnd lnuoq»aratea drax:mge guldelmcs.

-

(3) The prupa-ed..ew.o- men.- will be sifed and dﬂﬂ'gA
an any aa_’m..mr envaronm a!.’) Jemmvc hmd.r

(4) Thc Ft oposed develyn., em‘
Subarea Plan.

siting.

~  Steep hilksidlzz -
thmugh ﬂnc- i
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‘madc When a determination has slready made 1nd1viduulu occaaionnlly feel aitnclfcd
when an Opmmn v.hlch dm‘us f:om the:rs comcn ﬁom Qur, ofﬁoe, .Th]S envimnment

'ua_l ssuc Bl lhc h;u.nn
cletmlcd rcvmw of 1hr pmjcrt und tho municlpal codc_ ver, thu pas; fow ‘months, othcr

does not matter. The document ] ceds {0 bd re—clrculalcd \h I'his )s g}cw problem, reccn‘t s
in its creation, that’ coul(let Bave bcqu_ Wi 0 the Jast heariiigIn addi

'L.qﬂii Regulﬁtwn Finally, there

requested.

significant epviroamental '_anacts such that an EIR i3 mqulrcd

- > Rather then arpgue end held a heanng on Wedncsday lhnt wﬂl be Vold, we should plan
to address the issue, n iz my suggcstwn that the item be taken off the calendar for this -

nri

L .
e . ) )
.. > David E Miller
> Deputy Cily Attorney
> (619) 531.6458
> demiller@zandiego.piry
> ‘
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Randy. yes you may quote me. When the matier came before the MVUPG on Sept 7,
2005 we heard a presentation fram Pollack's folks. They showed s an artist's rendering
of the proposed bullding. It appeared to be on fevel ground. T would like to mall you
that decument, and also the three photos T tock. 1 do not believe that anyone in cur
9:oup had visited the sita. No one voled or spoke out agalnst the project, as we really
didn't have any information othar than what Peifack's guys sald. The MVUPG sub-
commiile, chaired by Bruce Warren submltted thelr fincings. I can send you a copy of

. this, We didn't have adeguate Info to make an Intellegent declslon.

- When we revislted the propose project May 3, Lynn Mulhcliand spoke abeut us
reconsldering our dacision. This was changed by someone else Into & Motion to Appeal,
That was voted down 3-17-1. 1 can send you the minutes,

Some days later [ asked Tom Sudberry to vislt the slte. We did. Bruce Warren showed
up, and after about flve minutes, sald he had an appuintment, and left without
comment.

June 7 tha matter came up agaln. No maotlon was made, 1 spoke agalnst It, passed
around my photas, Lynn M, was not at the meeting, Only Pat Grant (part owner of
Quarry Falls land) had anything to say. She asked some good questlons, ng one
responded. .

July 8 [ arn golng an vacation for three weeks (Yas, retied (0lks take vacation from their
vacations) so send me your address ASAP, Sorry this is late.

P.S. T recently asked one of our Board members (since 1994) and was told the MVUPG
has only voted "NQ" on one

Epail  fron Gail Thomps som |
qu ﬁf,,&d% M,‘g&j MMM //M Grrpentt

“+a
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Minates of the Councll of the City of Sun Dicgo .
for the Regular Meeting of Tucsday, Septeniber 26, 2006 Page 46

Stuff:  Anne B. Jarque - (6193 687-5941

NOTE; This item is not subject to Mavor's veto.

FILE LOCATION: MEET
COUNCHL ACTION: (Vime durstion: 3242 pm. - 5:00 pan.;

S35 pum. - 548 paeg
o:18 p, - 6:22 pam)

Testimony in favor af appeal by Randy Berkman, Jim Peugh, Ellen Shively, Gail
Thompson. Lynn Mulholland, Eric Bowlby and Alun Hunter,

Testimony’ in opposition of appeal by Aike McDade, T, Robert Pollack, Robert Vacehi
und Dowg Childs,

Motion by Frye 10 grant the appeal and sel aslde the environmental determination
pmitigated negative declaration no. $4384), Remand the martier 10 the previous decision
maker with direction to review ine altematives to rectuce the impacts.

Falled. Yeas-1.L6 Nays -1,17.8, S-not present,

MOTEON T RECONSIDER BY MADAFRFLIL SRCOND BY COUNCIL
PRESIDENT PETERS. MPASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: Pelers-yea,
Faulconer-yen, Atkins-ven, voung-yea, Muicnsghein-not present, Frye-yen, MadafTer-yea,
Hueso-yet, .

MOTION BY FRYE 10 GRANT THE APPEsL AND SET ASIDE THE
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (M VIGATED NEGATIVE DECL.ARATION
N_S._)_._é-ﬁ]%ﬂ. REMAND THE MATTLRUTO THIE PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER
ATH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTI RNATIVES TO REDUCE TIHE

PACTS JDIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY 10 PREPARE IHIT APPROPRIATE
RESOLUTION PLRSUANT TO SECTION 10 OF THE CHARTER., Second by Council
Prestdent Peters. Passed by the following yote: Pelers-vea, Fauleoner-yea, Atkins-yea,

/ ¥ eung-ven, Maienzchein-not present. Frye-ven, Madaffer-yea, Hueso-yea,
am

At 37

Miligated Negative Declaration

Land Devalopmant
Raview Divislon
(618) 446-5480

Project Na. 54384
SCH No. 2005091022

SUBJECT: PACIFIC COAST QFFIGE BUNLDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to construct an
approximately 9,845 square-faot, two-story office building on a vacant 4.94-acre
parcel. The project is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, in the
Mission Valley Planned District within the Mission Valley Community Planning’
area (Lat 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No, 2 Subdivislon, Map 4737). .

UPDATE: March &, 2007: On September 26, 2006, un environmental appeal on the project
was before the City Councll. City Couneil granted the appeal and set aside the .
enviranmental determination and remanded the matter to the previous SQ_V‘mh,
decision maleer (thie Planning Commission), In additien, City Council directed pis—~
staff tu provide additional infonnation in the document regarding the various Saterms
project designs that had been considered by the applicant, to allow the public
1o review the project’s design prucess, and to provide for public input through
the ducument recirculation process.

There{ote, based on City Council's divection, this information has been
provided and this Mitipated Negatlve Declaration has been recirculated for
pubiic review and input.
1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
II.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See altached Initial Shudy,
L DETERMINATION:
The City of San Divgo cond ucted an Tuitial Study which determined that the proposed
project could have a significant environmnental effect in the following areas(s): BIOLOGICAL

RESOURCES, LANU Use/MSCP, AND PALEONTOLOUICAL RESOURCES. Subsequent
revisions in the project propusal ereate Yhe specific mitigation identifted in Section V of this
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The City of San Diego

IANAGER’
REPORT

I T T

ATTENTION:

REFERENCE:

DATE ISSUED: April 14, 1992 REPORT NO. P-52-0%7
Honorables Mayor and CLty Counailmambera, hganda of
April 21, 1992,

BUBJECT: MYSSTON VALLEY COHHUNITY PLAN/GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT,
City cowncll Hearipges of July 9 and 23, 199%p

regarding the mlnmion Vallay Planned Distrlct
Drdinanca.

EUMMARY ¢

Ispues: - Thils report addragses an amendment to the Mlssion
Vallay Community Plan and the Progress Guide and General
Plan to redesignate saveral hillside areas south of
Interstate 8 from varlous commercial designationa to open
spaca, In addition, other awendmanta to the Miaalon Vallaey
Community Plan are proposed ta correct boundary errora and
add clarity to the Plan regarding the Mission Valley waat
Light Rail Transit line and apecific plan areaa.

Elnnnln;-cgnmlﬂaagn_nﬁg mendatjon: -~ on January 23, 1892,
tha planning commismmion voted 5 to ¢ to approve and
recommend City Council adoption of the proposed Mius}nn
Vvalley Community Plan/Genaral Plan Anendment .

Manager's Reconpandation: - APPROVE the proposmed Hisaion
Vallay Community Plan/Genargl Plan Amendment. .

ngmuniix_ﬁlannxng_ﬁ:nun_sgsnmmsndn;iﬂn: =~ On February 5,
1992, tha Mission Valley Unifled Planning Committes votad
15-0=1 to approve the Mission Valley Community Flan/Genaral
Plan Amendment.

Otherx. Recommendat : - On January 21, 1992, the Greater
North bPark Planning Committee voted 8- 8-3 to approve the
Mission Valley Community Plan/Genaral Plan Amepdment. On
February 4, 1992, Uptown Planners voted 17-0-1 to approve-
the projuct. Tha Normal Helghts and Kensington-Talmadge
community planning groupa heve besan notified of the proposal
but have not submitted racommendations to date.

~ &7IBO?
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Edvirdomental DImpast: ~ This prajact is exempt £rom CEQA
pursuant to Bection 13061(b)(3) of tha State C¥QA
Guidelinos.

Fiscal Imphch: ~ Hono with this action.
Cdde Enforcement impast: - Nene with this action.
Houalng Affordmbility Inmpact: - None with this actlon.

| BACKGRQUMD

During the July, 1890 City Councll hearings on the Missien Vlllay
Planned District oxrdinance (FDO), tha lesue of hillgide
protectien south of Interstate 8 (I-8) wam discussed. ‘Thae City
founcll votmed bto retaln the R1~4D000 zoning on £ive sites aouth
of I~8 which are illustrated as Sites A through E on Attachment
1. The Council slse directed the Planning Department to
initiate a community plan amendment for koaping the alopes in
open Bpace, As doscribed below, the Clty Manager is proposing
that a portion of Sitee A through I, and othsr hillliwide areas
south &f I-8, be redeasignated to open space on the Miasion.valley
Community Plan Land Use Map.

The City Marager also identified othar amendmenta to the Mission
Valley Community Plan which would improve its accuracy,
orqanlration and clarity, These changes incilude correcting the
community plan land use map boundaried, updating the Mismion
valley West Light Rail Transit (LRT) alignment and illustrating
the specific plan boundarjes on the Potentisl Multiple Use Arcas
map.

on January 23, 1%92, the Planning Conmigaion unanimoualy approved
the Migslion Valiey Community Plan/General. Plan Amendment.
subseguent to the Planning Commimsilon hearing, a Mission Vallay
property owner guaestionad some of the proposed reviaions to
Figure 17 of the Mismslon Valley Community Plan (zee

Attachnent 1g). hs described below undar "Light Rall Transit
Line®, the Clty Managar is proposing to omit aome of the
previously-prupcsed medlfications to this, manp.

DIAQUBKEQN

A discusalon of the City Manager's open space proposal is
provided below followed by a discuasien of other proposed changas
to the Misslon Valley Communlty Plan. Community plan graphlcs to
be modifled are containad in Attachment 1. -No changes to the
community plan tewt sra propopsed.
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Open Spaca

giter A through E lnclude atesp hillside araeas and most alwso
inolude flatter sroas adiacent to Hotel Circle South or Camino
del Rio South., The sites are designatad Oftice or
Conmeraial-Racreation, Cemmerginl-0ffice and Reaidential/Office
Mix by tha Mission Valley Community Plan and are zoned R1-40000.
The Bites ars aleoc subject to the Hillslde Review Overlay Zone in
whale or part. Attachment la illustrates the lecation of Sites A
through E and Attachment 3 contains a brief deacription ¢f each
gita, : :

Page 3

The ity Manager does not believe that it is appropriate to
depignate Sites A through E to open spaca in their entirety. The
flatter portlons of the aites are devglopabla similar to adiacent
areas subjact to the provisions.of the Mlssion Valley Planned
Dimtrict Ordinance and bavelopment Intensity District Ordinance,
In evaluating what portion of Sites A through E to recommend for
open space deplgnation, the Manager relied on the Mission:Valley
Copmunity Plan. Page 107 of the community plén calls for all
southern slops areks above the 150-foot contour level to
degignated open space and restricte locating development ghove
this level (Attachment 4)., Thus, the City Manager is b
regummending that only those portions of B8ites A through E above
thas 150~foot contour level be designataed open space., Thig
propasal also fnvolves an amendment to the Progress Guida and
General Plan to redosignate the slope areas to open space. 1f
approved, the General Plan Amendmant would becoms affactive
following the nexl regularly-scheduled omnlbusg hearing.

Tha entire soulthern border of Mission valley forms a contjinuous
band of open space. The city Manager believes that any ogen
space dasignation applied to Sites A through £ should be applied
in a egimilar manner along the entire scuthern hillside arga of
Migsion Vailey. Because of this, the Manager is alsc preposing
to degignate renalning southern elopo areas above the 150+foot
contour level to open space  (Attachment 1la). Thegs arsas are
current.ly designated 0ffice or Commercial-Recreation, Compercial-
Recreation, Commercial-Office and Rewidential /Office Mix by the
Misslon Valley Community Plan. Zoning of thase areas includes
MV-CO-CV, MV-CV, and MV-CO per the Mission Valley Planned:
District Ordinance. These areas are alag lacataed within the
Hillside Review overlay Zone with the exception of two small
areas, These two remaining areas aru not included in this open
space proposal because they are permitted linmited davelopment
under the provisions of the Misslon Valley Planned District
ordinance and Developmant Intensity District Ordinanca.

No rezones are proposaed as part of the City Manager's open epace
recommendation, £ites A through E are purrently zoned R1-40000

which permits limited residential development. Rezones to parmit
devalopment on the flatter portions of Bites A through E could be

RN U TR 8] A

P Wk 35
8 £s

cangldared on a canse-by-case bagis if proposad by the property
owners. Howevar, &ny development of thesda areas would ba aubjact
to tha trip provieions of the Miseion Valley Davalopment
Intanaslty District and Planned Distrioct Ord¥nnn=n which would
trigger a ewpeclal permit ir over a nominal thrashold. In '
addition, depanding on what portion of the site wpuld be impacted
by devélopment, a Hillslde Review Permit may alsoc be requiread:
Devalopment on the remaining areme above the 150-foot ventour
level is already severely restricted by the Mission Valley
Community Plan, Planned District Ordinance and Development
)<Intensity Pistrict Ordinarice. Thus, no rezones are condiderad
nacessary at this time, >

Page 4

Boundary Adiustmonks

This amendment to the Nlgsien Valley Community Plan Land Uaa Map
would correct the community boundary line on the southern and
eastern sideg 0f Mission Valley to be consimtent with adjacent
communlties and the official Mimslon Vallay houndary line. Tn
addition, the mult:iple use designation boundary lines would ba
correctad at twe locations on the Missilon Valley Community Plan
Land Use Map (Attachwpent (la).

Light Rail Teanslt (LRT) Line

Metropolitan Tranuit Davelopment Board (MTDB) staff haa raegquested
that the adopted Mlssion Valley West Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Line ba illustravad on the Mission Valley Community Plan Land Use
Map as well as on Flgure 17 of the Plan, MTDE staff bellieves
that illustration of tha LRT line on the Land Use Map, togethar
with existing and propesed roads, would present a comprehensive
pigture of future transpertation facilitiss in Mission valley.
The cilty Manager concura with this requast and the revised thura
is {lltatrated on Attachment ia.

MTDH staff alao reguested thAat the LRT alignment previously
illustieted on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to
illustirate the adopted alignment (Attachment 1g). In addition,
MTDE etaff proposed revislons to the Intra-vallaey Shuttle Bus
Route shown on Ylgure 17. Planning staff originally concurred
with these requests and the Planning Commiesion approved thesa
changes, Howaver, a HMisalon Valley property owner pubseguently
questionsd the nedifications to the Intra-vValley Shuttle Bus
Route Bhown on Figure 17. Upon further review, it was determined
that changes tw the Intra~Valley Bhuttle Bus Koute had not been
approved by the MI'D Board, Rather, the busm route changes were a
prediction by MIDB atarf of what ls likxaly %o oocur. Becauge of
this, tho City Manager Ie recommonding that the shuttle bus routa
previouvsly included om Flgure 17 of the community plan be
retainad. The LRY iine would be revised to i1llustrate the
adopted alignment, The proposed Flgure 17 idg shown en . ‘
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Attachment 1g. Attachment 2 illystrates the previously-proposed
Filgure 17 approved by the Planning Commiaaion.

Spegific Plan/Multiple Vaa Mavs

Thia amandmaent involves eliminating thae specific plan maps from
the Mission Valley Community Plan and amending the Potential
Multipls Use Areas Map to clearly illustrate the specific plan
boundarjies. Figures 6 through 9 of tha Mission Valley Community
Plan illustrate the Flrst San Diego River Improvement Project
(FSDRIP), Northaide, Atlas and Levi-Cushman Specific Plan.areas.
These specific plan maps were added for Information but changes
to the land usss within specific plans do not necessarily ‘raguire
compunity plan amendments. Therefore, this amendment ig proposad
to eliminate the potential confusjoen on the need for a community
pian amendment with land use changes in specific plana. The
mixed use land use designation for the specifie plans remain.

The Potentlal Multiple Use Areas map (Flgure 10) 1s being amendad
to show the lecatian of each apecific plan within Mieelon vValley
and will refer to the I{ndividual specific plans for more
information (Attachments 1b through if), The map will be renamed
the Specific Plan/Multiple Uss Areas map.

ALTERNPTIVESD s

1. Daesighate the five, R1-40000-zcned sites (A through E) to
open space in thelr entirety. DO not radesignate other
hillaide areas of Miesion Valley to open spaca. Approve
other proposed amendments pertajning to .-boundary
adjustments, the LRT line and the Specific Plan/Multiple Use
maps as descrlbed abova.

2. Desigrnata the rembining southern hillside areas within the
Hilliwide Review Qverlay Zone to open space In additien to
areag above the 150-foot contour level. Although these
areng are not nllocated development intensity by the
applicable ordinances, limited encroachmente into the
Hillgide Review Overlay Zone are currently permitted on
ravaraly constrained siteas. Approve the proposad amendments
pertaining to boundary adjustments, the LRT line and the
Spacitic Plan/Multiple Use mape as described abova.

Respag /?lly subnitted,

eveFo  Esquivel
Deputy <lty Manager

ESQUIVEL:MLRB:WRIGHT:533-3682rav]
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fites Summary - 8itss A through B

gite. n

EiZas %.14 noreas (APPrOX.)

Lecation: fouth of Hotal Circle Bouth just eaet of tha Taylor
Brreet ovarpass

Parcsel Nes.: 443-040-2%, =30 (per.), -31, ~32, =33

ownarship: Vincent & Gladys Kobets, Animal Clinic, Pacer Coast
pavalopment Corp., John Shattuck, Jeffrey Bintaer

Uge: fwo single-family dwellings, vacant hillaides and

flattar arsas
Community Plan .
Designatien: ©Off{ice or Commercial-Recreation

Zonw: Ri-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zona

Blke B

Bige: 0.4% acre

Location: West of Texas Street, south of Camino del Rie South
Parcel Nos.: 438-140-14 B

Ownerahip: Hurold & Helen Sadlelr

Use: vachant hillside

Community Plan
Degignation: cCommorcial-gffice

Zone: R1-40000/Hillside Raview OvarlaQ Zone

flee ©

Blze: 11.%4 acres

tooatlien: South of Camino del Rio Bouth, esast of I~B05
Parcal Nos.: 43%-+-080-~19 and 439-040-32

Ownership:  Mlssion Valley 34th Street, City of San Dlego
Usa! vacant hillasidas with flatter dralnagae area

Community Plan
Degignation: Commercial-0Office, Residentipl/jOffice Miw.
Zané: RL-40000, mome Hillside Review Ovarlay Zone

Attachmant 3
-1 Gite Bummary - Blles A through €
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gite D November 2403 " ity of Gan Dlego - information Bulfetin 13 PageT el b
Size: 5.81.acres (approx.)
Lozatian: South of aniﬁo del Rio South, wast of -I-1s 9. Whel cie e praposud pubilc improvamente?
Parcel Noa.: 439-520-20 and 439-480-24 (por. " .
ounership: Pheenix Mutual Li¥a Insurance, Raymond and Y Lpaed .
Raebecca Willenbarg 0‘4qu -
Una: . Vacant hillaida : (04§ .
Community Plan ' . F. DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND POLICY APPROVAL PROJECT INFORMATION
~2 Desilgnation: Commercial-office Fegpand Lo Lhe iollowing quesiions If your pigllminary yeview wiil Includa lesuse Invoiving iand use
Zone: R1-40000/Hilleide Reviaew Overlay Zona : o1 property dovelopinant reguiatons, yuch as subcluisions. uss pamile lund s plan ameAdmant, olc.

1. Which Cammunlly Plvwilng area i Ihe project located within? ... Migsion Valley and Nonnal Helghts
m . TACCORDING TO THE FARCEL INFORMATION CHECKLIST)
2 Will tha roquest Inclida 6 CommMUAlly PLER AM@NAMENTT ..o e e wereessossemrsmstonsr e sesesienirars OYer MHNo
Size: 12.72 acresg ) I \
Location: South side.of Camino del Rio South, east of 1 yos. plase crecnibs B arendmont
Failrmount Avenue
Parcel Nos.: 463-3%0-03, =04, =06
ownership: City of Ban blego, Hational University
Usa: . Natlonal University parking lots and
vacant hillsidee (CUP in process for a church)
Community Plan
Designation: Commercial-Dffice . ) L N
2one: R1-40000 . Bome Hi 1lside RGV_‘i aw Overluy Zone 3 What iz the basa 2ene o) the pmlbel premize {m?ludnd he frnma. orlhe.F lanned Dhalricl, Il opplloatda)?
Misgion Valley Mayed Distict-Commercinl Qffice (MVPR-£C)

4, Dens the project aiu ava atiy Struciueas that are over fany-ve years 0107 | . s e oeee EF YEs M No

13 Caold thu pramlsns T Watorsally significant tor any teasont WLaves B No

il yag, hlndse expluin:

The Pareel tnformation Therk)ist shows thatihe property cantaing historical resourcees, but there are ne
struchares on the property s this just an error?

6. 15 your propect incatss Wy on even of sansiitve DWnIcoita) rasciices, e CY Y s Muliple Hobliat Panming Alsa (MAPA),

3 wullund ores, stc? © et men e e s e geen - o Yes W Neo
7. Wil ynur prjae] gansrale nesw storm wales ninol? M Yas QNo
L] W therp 5o A reiest o REZMIBT | i it s onressssseness copengecrnes 0 Yes @ Na

1 Yes. vinal zon® 15 praposa 37

9. Piopeaed Parklng Rave 71000 58

10, Llst any revialion of vangres r2quests:

L The applicent is requesting = deviation from Code Seedon 103.2107(3)(AY zcyrglmg no development nbove
] —7 1he 151-fuot commne line,

. Aun&hmhn'ﬂ
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Page 4 of 8 Clty of San Diego * Information Bullstin 513 Novembar 2003

C.  GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

1 Projoct Addreas: Canina rlel Rio South

- &l % Agbassors Parcel Numbersy tApy, 139-480-24 Patoal Slze: 3 3CTES
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City of San Diego

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-5460

SUBJECT:

UPDATE:

INITIAL STUDY
Project No. 54384
SCH No. 2005091022

PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to
construct an approximately 9,845 square-foot, two-story office building on
a vacant 4.94-acre parcel. The project is located just east of the terminus of
Scheidler Way, in the Mission Valley Planned District within the Mission
Valley Community Planning area (Lot 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2
Subdivision, Map 4737).

March 5, 2007: On September 26, 2006, an environmental appeal on the
project was before the City Council. City Council granted the appeal and
set aside the environmental determination and remanded the matter to
the previous decision maker (the Planning Commission). In addition,
City Council directed staff to provide additional information in the
document regarding the various project designs that had been considered
by the applicant, to allow the public to review the project’s design
process, and to provide for public input through the document
recirculation process.

Therefore, based on City Council’s direction, this information has been
provided and this Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recirculated
for public review and input.

L PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

BACKGROUND:

Site History

In 1961, a subdivision map was recorded which created two lots. Lot 1 is the
subject parcel proposed for development. Lot 2, located at 3511 Camino Del Rio
South, is currently developed with a commercial office building. The map also
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reserved the panhandle portion of Lot 1 for a future street. The site is legally
described as Lot 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2, Map No. 4737 (Attachment 8).

In March 1977, the Mesa Mortgage Company submitted an application for a
Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD NO. 35) and Rezone from R-1-40
(Single Family on minimum 40,000 square foot lots) to CO (Commercial Office), to
allow development of the lower 1.08-acre northerly (22%) portion of the site with a
three and one-half story, 10,000 square-foot office building, parking and
landscaping. In July 1977, the Planning Commission recommended denial of the
approval of the project.

The Planning Commission’s decision was appealed to the City Council. In
December 1977, the Council voted 5-3-1 to approve the project that was previously
denied by Planning Commission. City Council approved PCD No. 35, Rezoning
Ordinance No. 12262, and Rezoning Map noted. In addition, the project was
conditioned to require an open space easement be provided on the remaining
southerly 3.89-acre portion of the site, which represented approximately 78% of the
parcel area. This portion, located within the prior Hillside Review (HR) Overlay
Zone, remained zoned RS-1-40 (now R5-1-1)). The City also accepted the
dedication of the narrow panhandle portion of the parcel for a street {Schiedler
Way), as reserved on the above mentioned subdivision map, to provide vehicular
access to the subject parcel and also to properties located adjacent to the north and
west,

Due to an airplane accident in which four employees and the President of the Mesa
Mortgage Company (the previous applicant) were killed, the City’s Planning
Director granted an extension of time of 24 months to use the PCD No. 35, in July
1979 and again in April 1982.

In 1982, the City accepted the dedication of the southerly 3.89-acre portion of the
parcel as an open space easement, as required by condition of the PCD previously
described. However, the lower 1.08-acre portion of the property zoned CO
remained undeveloped and the permit eventually expired.

In 1985, the City Council approved the Mission Valley Community Plan (MVCP).
The Plan designated the southerly slopes in this area as open space. From 1990 to
1992, amendments to this Plan were approved which included restrictions on
development located above the 150-foot elevation/contour line to be preserved as
open space. The Plan states that "large scale development at the base of slopes
should not cut or grade nor extend above the 150 contour line on the south
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slopes.” The plan then further provides design recommendations and guidelines
for hillside development.

In 1990, the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDQO) was adopted.
This

Ordinance includes regulations pertaining to the subject property, which requires
a Mission Valley Development Permit (processed as a Site Development Permit) to
be approved or denied, by Hearing Officer, in accordance with Process Three, for a
proposal containing “steep hillsides” as defined in the Land Development Code
Section 113.0103, south of Interstate 8.

In November 2004, the Pacific Coast Office Building project was submitted for
discretionary review. After preparing an Initial Study, EAS staff determined that
an MND was the appropriate environmental document for the project. The Initial
Study, contained in MND No. 54384, identified potentially significant but
mitigable impacts in the issue areas of land use/MSCP, biological resources, and

- paleontological resources. The Initial Study also addressed geologic conditions,
humnan health/public safety, historical resources, and water quality. (Prior to
preparing the Initial Study, staff also evaluated potential impacts in all of the issue
areas listed in the MND'’s Initial Study Checklist.)

Hearing Officer Decision

The project was first heard on November 2, 2005. Testimony was taken from both
opposition and proponents of the project. Based on questions raised during the
testimony, the Hearing Officer continued the project to allow environmental staff
the opportunity to revise the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND No. 54384)
and/or to clarify specific issues that were raised during the public testimony
regarding potentially significant impacts to Biological Resources, Landform
Alteration/Visual Quality, Development Feature/Visual Quality, and Land Use. In
addition, as disclosed in the Final MND No. 54384, dated March 31, 2006, staff
added clarifying information with respect to the proposed retaining walls. Staff
concluded that the changes to the MND would not affect the environmental
analysis or conclusions contained in the document, no new significant impacts had
been identified, and no new mitigation was required. Therefore, recirculation of
the document for public review was not required in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15073.5 (c)(4). On April 19, 2006, the
Hearing Officer approved the Site Development Permit No. 158004 and certified
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) No. 54384.
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Planning Commission Decision

The project was appealed to the Planning Commission and on June 15, 2006 the
Planning Commission denied the appeal and upheld the Hearing Officer’s decision
to approve the Site Development Permit and certify MND No. 54384,

C'itul Council Decision

On September 26, 2006, an environmental appeal on the project was before the City
Council. City Council granted the appeal and set aside the environmental
determination and remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (the
Planning Commission). In addition, City Council directed staff to provide
.additional information in the document regarding the various project designs that
had been considered by the applicant, to allow the public to review the project’s '
design process, and to provide for public inpuit through the document recirculation
process.

Therefore, based on City Council's direction, this information has been provided
and this Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recirculated for public review

and input.

Project Design History

The process of project design is a progression from initial concepts shaped and
changed by constraints of feasibility and code compliance. A number of building

. designs were contemplated and reviewed by the applicant and Development
Services staff. Review of alternative project designs by City staff took place from
January 2004 when a preliminary review was submitted through June 2005 when
the proposed project design was submitted to the City. Through the discretionary
review'process and in meetings with various sections (i.e., Fire Rescue
Department, Landscape Section, and Long-range Planning), the applicant modified
the project several times to create a design that allowed reasonable commercial
development of the MV-CO zoned portion of the project site while maintaining
compliance with the municipal code and respecting the steep hillside guidelines

~ for development. '

Preliminary Review Design

The applicant attended a preliminary review session with City staff on January 20,
2004. This was the first time a proposal for development of this site was brought to
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the city since enactment of the Mission Valley PDO and Mission Valley
Community Plan. The applicant asked questions regarding general development
issues such as feasibility, process level, and code compliance. As part of the
preliminary review submission, a rudimentary design of the project was included.
Although not mandatory for preliminary review, it is encouraged by staff to
include a design to assist in understanding the scale and scope of the proposal.
This design which placed the building at the lowest portion of the MV-CO zoned
section of the site was created by the applicant prior to any guidance from
Development Services Department staff as to features, layout, or code compliance.

Features of this preliminary design included a 12,000-sqaure-foot, three-story
structure located at the lowest corner of the MV-CO zoned portion of the property.
The building would start at approximately 144 feet above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)
and would be 39 feet high. A single large flat parking lot beginning at the edge of
the building would extend out to Scheidler Way, providing 49 parking spaces.
Since this was only a preliminary design no formal design was completed and cut
and fill quantities were not calculated. The maximum height of the development
would extend to approximately 183 feet AMSL (33 feet above the 150-foor contour)
[Figures 3 and 4].

First Submission Design

The first formal project submittal by the applicant was on November 20, 2004. The
site design was altered to incorporate a slightly smaller building of 10,000 square
feet. The building proposed two stories instead of three. In addition, changes
were incorporated into the parking area to allow the necessary fire truck access
and hammerhead turn around. This design provided 37 parking spaces. The
applicant attempted to maintain first floor building and parking level at or below
150 foot contour line in order to minimize issues with the 150 foot height
recommendation. '

With this proposal, Development Services Department staff reviewed the project
for compliance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines for the first time. The plan
would have placed the building on the lowest portion of the site but this
advantage would be offset by the noncompliance of many other Steep Hillside
design guidelines. Specifically, the guidelines recommend reducing visual impacts
by designing the project to follow the topography of the site and follow the natural
landform. Instead, this proposal incorporated a flat single-level parking lot and
flat development pad. This design also conflicted with the recommendations in
that the upper floors were not stepped back, and the structure was minimally set
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into the hillside. Also absent were design features such as tuck under parking,
multipte smaller parking lots on different levels, or incorporation of retaining walls
in the structure itself. Furthermore, the retaining wall height of the single
monolith walls conflicts with height limitations for retaining walls adjacent to open
space as well as height of retaining walls in setbacks. Additional noncompliance
was cited with driveway access not perpendicular with the sidewalk. The grading
needed for this preliminary design was estimated at approximately 2,350 cubic
yards of cut and 1,250 of fill. A total of 0.70 acres of development area was
proposed with approximately 0.17 acres (23 percent) below the 150 foot contour
line and 0.54 acres (77 percent} above the 150 foot contour line. Retaining walls,
parking and almost half the building would be below the 150 foot contour line. The
remainder of the retaining walls, parking and the rest of the building would be
above the 150 foot contour line. The lower level of the building would have been
at roughly 136 feet and the approximately 52-foot tall building would have
extended to approximately 188 feet. This design would be 0.10 acre smaller than
the proposed project. Retaining walls proposed would extend over 30 feet tall
(Figures 5 and 6).

Although this proposal would have placed the building on the lowest portion of
the site and would have had lower earthwork quantities, it was determined to not
be in compliance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines. Specifically, the guidelines
recommend reducing visual impacts by designing the project to follow the
topography of the site and follow the natural landform. Instead, this proposal
incorporated a flat single level parking lot and flat development pad. The design
also conflicted with the guidelines in that the upper floors were not stepped back,
and the building would be minimally set into the hillside

Furthermore, the height of the monolithic retaining walls on the north and south of
the development conflicts with height limitations for retaining walls adjacent to
open space as well as height of retaining walls in setbacks. Additional
noncompliance was cited with driveway access not being perpendicular with the
sidewalk. Due to the multiple conflicts, it was determined that Development
Services Department staff could not support this design.

Second Submission Design

Revisions were made to the project based on issues raised by Development
Services Department staff and a second design submittal took place on May 25,
2005 which was similar to the current proposal with the exception of brush
management zones, landscape palate, and a few other minor changes.
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Revisions included elevating the building higher on the hillside to allow for a
tiered structure with tuck under parking. The building was set further into the
hillside and the fagade of the second floor was stepped back. With movement of
the building to the west and closer to Scheidler Way, the need for fire truck turn-
around was eliminated. The retaining walls were stepped and individual wall
heights reduced to be in compliance with the Land Development Code regulations.
In terms of building location, this site plan closely resembles the original approved
site plan from 1979.

The addition of alternative design features as discussed above directly increased
the amount of earthwork. However the larger earthwork quantities were
considered by Development Services Department staff to be an acceptable tradeoff
since they allowed increased compliance with Steep Hillside Design guidelines.
Total estimated quantities were 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 cubic yards of
fill with 3,700 cubic yards exported offsite. The development footprint for this plan
is also slightly larger than the previous submittal with 0.80 acre total development
area with approximately 0.14 acre (6 percent) below the 150 foot contour and 0.66
acre (94 percent) above the 150 foot contour. A portion of the proposed retaining
walls (approximately 703 linear feet) and driveway would be located in the narrow
area below the 150 foot contour; while the remaining driveway, rétaining walls
(approximately 817 linear feet), and the building would be situated above the 150
foot contour. The tuck under parking would start at about 160 feet AMSL and the
structure height would be approximately 39 feet with the roof at about 199 feet
AMSL.

Additional Designs Evaluated by the Applicant

During the course of development design additional site plans were considered.
An analysis of these alternate designs is next described.

1. Single Story Building Design

A single story structure was evaluated (Figures 7 and 8). The footprint of the
building would be approximately 10,000 square feet. The building would be placed
in the same locale as the current project, but would extend further to the east. This
would allow divided tiered parking pads which would conform to the hillside.
Due to expanding the building footprint to the east, less upper tier parking is
available within the MVCO portion of the site and the entire development
footprint would need to extend further eastward to compensate. This would
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increase impacts to land above the 150 foot contour. Total development would be
approximately 0.90 acre. The development area below the 150 foot contour would
be approximately 0.17 acre (20 percent) and above the 150 foot contour would be
approximately 0.72 acre (80 percent). The area below the 150 foot contour would
include some retaining walls and some driveway. The remainder of the retaining
walls, driveways, and the building itself would be located above the 150 foot
contour. The number and style of required retaining walls would be similar to
those proposed with the current project. However, increased length of retaining
walls would be required. Additionally, unlike the proposed project, this plan
would expose approximately 15 feet of retaining walls above the entire length of
the building. Earthwork quantities were estimated at approximately 10,000 cubic
yards of cut and 3,500 cubic yards of fill. This alternative would allow for 37
parking spaces. '

2. Subterranean Parking Design

A two-story structure over subterranean parking was also evaluated (Figures 9
and 10). This design allowed parking for 37 spaces. This plan would reduce
overall hillside disturbance and decrease impacts to land above 150 foot contour.
The total development area would be approximately 0.58 acre of which 0.07 acre
(16 percent) would be below the 150 foot contour and 0.49 acre (84 percent) above
the 150 foot contour. The lowest parking level would be at approximately 144 feet
below the building. The first floor would be at 156 feet and the 33-foot tall
structure would have its roof at 189 feet AMSL. As previously, a portion of the
retaining walls and driveways would be below the 150 foot contour and the
remainder of the driveways, retaining walls and the building itself would be above
the 150 foot contour.. However, this design would require excavation of the
hillside to a depth of over 60 feet. Due to the depth of excavation earthwork
quantities would be about 170,000 cubic feet of cut and 500 cubic feet of fill. Export
of 165,000 cubic feet of soil would be required. It was determined by the applicant
that both from an engineering and financial perspective, this option was not
feasible.

Current Proposed Design

The current proposed project has eliminated the need for brush management
zones through fire resistant building design and is described in detail in the
MNLD’s project description. This is a modification of brush management which has
been approved by the fire department representative due to the other fire safety
features designed into the building such as sprinklers and fire rated exterior walls.

[}
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The project would allow the ¢onstruction of an approximately 9,845 square-foot,
two-story office building with tuck under parking on a vacant 4.94-acre parcel
(Figures 11 - 13). Both commercial and medical office uses are proposed with
approximately 5,463 square feet of medical office space being provided on the first
floor and 3,960 square feet of commercial office space on the second floor. The
remaining 462 square feet is for the mechanical rooms iocated on the lower parking
level. The exterior treatments proposed are stucco, natural stone, and glass.

The office building would be constructed on the northern portion of the site
(approximately 1.05 acres). The southern portion of the site, (approximately 3.89
acres and outside of the proposed development footprint area) is located within an
existing open-space easement. This remaining portion of the site would continue to
be maintained as open space and no development is proposed. '

The project would construct a 26-foot-wide driveway, the minimum required for
fire access, which would be accessed via Scheidler Way. Thirty-six parking spaces
would be provided on site, with approximately twenty parking stalls being
provided at grade in a tuck-under parking area located along the northern side of
the building. The remaining sixteen parking stalls would be located on a second-
level parking area located on the eastern side of the building.

Approximately 0.83 acre would be graded. Earthwork quantities associated with
site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600
cubic yards of fill, with an export amount of 3,700 cubic yards. The project design
includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed shotcrete,
concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-nailed
shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the project. The soil-nailed
shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet. Three crib
walls are proposed along the northern side of the project. The crib walls vary in
length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU retaining wall,
" approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building. The walls
would be stepped and range in height from approximately two feet through ten
feet and allow for landscape treatments to be utilized. The walls would be a
sandstone (tan) color and plantable. A mix of vines, shrubs, and accent shrub
plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls.
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Development would extend from the northern property line at approximately 145
feet AMSL up to approximately 200 feet AMSL. The proposed building footprint
would start at approximately 160 feet AMSL and would have a maximum height
of 38.7 feet with the roof to approximately at 199 feet AMSL. All of the proposed
project area is currently vacant land and as previously stated, an Open Space
easemnent of approximately 3.89 acres (approximately 80% of the entire 4.94 acre
parcel) is recorded for the eastern and southern most, upslope portion of the
property. No development would take place in the Open Space Easement, which
corresponds to the RS-1-1 zone portion of the property.

Due to the severe limitation of designated commercial space area, the development
would extend into the community plan designated open space area.
Approximately 5,992 square feet {0.14 acre) or 18.5 percent of the project would be
within the community plan designated commercial area below the 150 ft contour
line. This would consist of retaining walls, trash enclosure, and driveways.
Approximately 28,669 square feet (0.66 acre) or 82.5 percent of the project would
be above the 150 ft contour line in the community plan designated open space
area. This would include the remainder of the retaining walls and driveways,
parking areas, and the entire building footprint.

The proposed landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would
comply with all applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards.
The landscape planting consists of shade, street, and courtyard trees (Australian
Willow, Brisbane Box, and Queen Paim); shrubs {Green New Zealand Flax,
Fortnight Lily, Tasmanian Tree Fern, Kaffir Lily, and Impatiens); vines ( Blood-red
Trumpet Vine, Creeping Fig, and Star Jasmine); various groundcovers (Trailing
Rosemary, Needlepoint Ivy, Pink Myoporum, and Ivy Geranium); and a non-
invasive hydroseed mix would be planted along the parameters of the property.
An approved irrigation system would be installed.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The rectangular, undeveloped 4.94-acre project site is located south of Interstate 8,
within the 5300 block of Scheidler Way (Figures 1 and 2) in Mission Valley. The
parcel is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, a short stub street
extending south from Camino Del Rio South. Topographically, the property is
characterized by north-facing, steeply sloping land with a gradient ranging from
approximately 1.6:1 to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). Site elevations in the area of
development vary from a high of approximately of 200 feet AMSL along the
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southern portion to a low of approximately 136 feet AMSL at the top of an existing
retaining wall on the north.

Vegetation on site primarily is native, consisting of Diegan Coastal Sage scrub.
The City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan maps
the project site as coastal sage scrub. Although the project site is not within the
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), an area of MHPA open-space exists
approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the project site. In addition, the
southern portion of the site, approximately 3.89 acres outside of the proposed
development area, is located within an existing open-space easement.
Approximately 1.05 acres of the site is zoned MV-CO (Commercial-Office) along

- the northerly boundary and the remaining area zoned RS-1-1 (Single Family

Residential).

The project site is split designated in the Mission Valley Community Plan. The
Commercial Office designation applies to the portion of the parcel below the 150
foot contour with the remainder of the site above the 150 foot contour within open
space designation. The total commercially designated area of the site is
approximately 8,811 square feet (0.20 acre). This is spread over a narrow
panhandle shaped sliver of land following the northernmost property line. It
connects to Scheidler Way to the west and varies in width between 6 feet and 12
feet until it opens to a roughly triangular shaped segment to the east of
approximately 5,220 square feet (0.12 acre).

There is another small triangular portion of land in the far north east corner of the
site within the RS-1-1 zone that is below the 150 foot contour line. This meastires
approximately 6,596 square feet (0.15 acre). This area has no direct access from
either the MV-CO zoned portion of the site or from any public right of way. This
area is included in the Open Space Easement along with the remainder of the
parcel at 150 feet AMSL and higher. The Open Space easement area totals
approximately 4.63 acres.

Adjacent land uses are residential propefties near the top of the hillside in the
community of Normal Heights to the south, commercial- office uses on the north,
and commercial-office uses and open space on the east and west. Access to the
subject property would continue to be from Scheidler Way.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist.
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DISCUSSION:

The project files and reports referred to below are available for public review on
the Fifth Floor of the Development Services Department, Land Development
Review Division, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101.

During the environmental review of the project, it was determined that construction could
potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts in the following area(s).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A biological report was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning, Inc., (revised
December 2, 2005) in order to assess the vegetation communities and identify
potential biological impacts of the proposed project.

As previously discussed within the Environmental Setting section, the project site
is approximately 4.94 acres in size. The proposal is to construct a two-story office
building. The project site is located within the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species
Conservation (MSCP) Subarea. Although the project site is not located within the
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), an area of MHPA open space exists near the
cul-de-sac of Cromwell Court within the Normal Heights neighborhood,
approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the project site. in addition,
approximately 3.89 acres located in the southern portion of the project site is
~within an existing open-space easement. The development would occur along the
lower northern portion of the slope (approximately 1.05 acres), within the southern
portion of the site. No encroachment of the development footprint would occur
within the existing open space easement.

Five vegetation communities occur on site: 4.61 acres of Diegan costal sage scrub
(CSS) [Tier II]; 0.15 acre of non-native grassland (NNGL) [Tier IIIB]; 0.82 acre of
eucalyptus woodland (Tier IV); 0.04 acre of disturbed habitat; and 0.03 acre of
urban/developed (Tier IV). No wetlands or vernal pools occur on the project site.
No narrow endemics were observed onsite.

Direct impacts would result with construction of the proposed project. The project
would impact Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland, eucalyptus
woodland, disturbed habitat, and urban developed. Table 1 has a summary of the
habitat impacts according to vegetation community. Approximately 0.64 acre of
Diegan coastal sage scrub would be impacted. According to the City of San Diego
Biology Guidelines (2001), impacts to Tier II (uncommon uplands) that occur
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outside of the MHPA, as in this proposal, can be mitigated either within or outside
of the MHPA. If mitigated within the MHPA the ratio would be 1:1 and if
mitigated outside the MHPA that ratio would be 1.5:1.

Approximately 0.10 acre of non-native grassland would be impacted. According
to the City of 5an Diego Biology Guidelines (2001), impacts to Tier 1IIB (common
uplands) that occur outside of the MHPA, as in this proposal, can be mitigated
either within or outside of the MHPA. If mitigated within the MHPA, the ratio
would be 0.5:1 and if mitigated outside the MHPA the ratio would be 1:1.

Eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat and urban developed are all considered
Tier IV habitats (other upland) per the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2001)
and impacts would not require mitigation.

Table 1
PROJECT IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES
Vegetation Community |  Tier ?r:::;f

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 0.64
Non-native grassland I1IB 0.10
Eucalyptus woodland v 0.04
Disturbed habitat v 0.03
Urban/Developed v 002
TOTAL - 083

All areas are presented in acres rounded to the nearest 0.01

Proposed grading impacts total approximately 0.64 acre of Diegan CSS (roughly 14
percent of the existing 4.61 acres of CSS) and 0.10 acre of NNGL (roughly 66
percent of the existing 0.15 acre if NNGL), refer to Table 2 below. Per the City of
San Diego Biology Guidelines (2001), a 1:1 mitigation ratio for impacts to Diegan
CSS and a 0.5:1 ratio for the NNGL are required. The resulting mitigation required
for project impacts would include 0.64 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 0.05
acre of NNGL, for a total of 0.69-acre equivalent contribution to the City’s Habitat
Acquisition Fund. '
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Table 2
MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT IMPACTS
Vegetation C it

egetation t-ommunity Tier | Impacts Mitigation Required
P Ratio Mitigation

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 0.64 1:1 0.64

Noﬁ-native grasses 1B 0.10 0.5:1 0.05

. TOTAL - 0.74 - 0.69

All areas are presented in acres rounded to the nearest 0.01. It has been assumed
that all mitigation would occur within the MHPA,; if mitigation were to occur outside
of the MHPA, the mitigation ratio for CSS would be 1.5:1 and the mitigation ratio for
NNGL would be 1:1.

Although seven animal species were detected during the survey (including six
birds and one mamumal), no sensitive, threatened, or endangered animal species
were observed onsite. Although no coastal California gnatcatchers were detected,
they have the potential to occur onsite due to the presence of Diegan CSS.
Therefore, if construction is scheduled to take place adjacent to the MHPA during
the breeding season, a biologist would be required to conduct protocol surveys to
determine the presence and/or absence of these species in the MHPA prior to
construction. If the survey is negative, no further mitigation would be required. 1f
the survey is positive, mitigation in the form of temporary noise barriers and
acoustical monitoring would be required. Additional measures, such as
construction restrictions would be implementéd as necessary to ensure that noise -
levels at the edge of occupied habitat in the MHPS do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly
average.

In addition, a red-tailed hawk was observed flying over the site and the eucalyptus
woodland habitat has the potential to be utilized by raptors for perching and/or
nesting sites. Direct impacts would be avoided through compliance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Noise impacts to nesting raptors would be avoided
during the breeding season through preconstruction surveys and adherence to
appropriate noise buffer zone restrictions.

Therefore, a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program as detailed in Section V
of the MND would be implemented. With implementation of the Mitigation,
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Monitoring and Reporting Program, impacts to biological resources would be
reduced to below a level of significance.

LAND USE - MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAM (MSCP)

As previously described within the Biological Resources section discussion, the
project site is within the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea. Although the project site is not directly adjacent to the MHPA, a portion
of the MHPA is approximately 150 feet uphili and south of the pfoject site.
Therefore the project would be required to comply with the MHPA Land Use
Adjacency Guideline (Section 1.4.3) of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan to ensure that
the project would not result in an indirect impact to the MHPA.

The project footprint would not be allowed to encroach into the MHPA nor into the
open space easement, and project issues pertaining to lighting, noise, invasives, and
drainage must not adversely affect the MHPA. More specifically, all proposed
lighting adjacent to the MHPA, as well as open-space areas, would be directed
away from these areas, and shielded as necessary. Landscape plantings would
consist of either native plant species or non-invasive ornamental plant species.
Drainage would be directed away from the MHPA and must not drain directly into
these areas. No staging and/or storage areas would be allowed to be located within
or adjacent to sensitive biological areas and no equipment maintenance would be
permitted. In addition, the limits of grading would be clearly demarcated by the
biological monitor to ensure no impacts occur outside of the approved development
footprint.

Due to the site’s proximity to Diegan C5S in the MHPA, indirect noise impacts
related to construction must be avoided during the breeding season of the costal
California gnatcatcher (March 1 through August 15). Therefore a Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), as detailed within Section V of the MND
would be implemented to minimize indirect noise impacts to a level below
significance. As a condition of the MMRP, if grading is proposed during the
breeding season, a preconstruction survey would be required in order to
determine the absence and/or presence of the species. If the survey is negative, no
further mitigation would be required. If the survey is positive, mitigation in the
form of temporary noise barriers and acoustical monitoring would be required.

Based upon the proposal and the required compliance with the Land Use/MSCP
mitigation measures contained in Section V of the MND, the project has been
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found consistent with the MHPA land use adjacency guidelines of the City of San
Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and all impacts reduced to below a level of significance.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

According to the "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California, La
Mesa, 71 Minute Quadrangle (Kennedy and Peterson, 1975), the majority of the
project area is underlain by Alluvium, Stadium Conglomerate, and the Mission
Valley Formation. With respect to fossil resource potential, Alluvium has a low
sensitivity level and monitoring would not be required. Both Stadium
Conglomerate and the Mission Valley Formation are categorized as having a high
sensitivity level for paleontological resources.

The Stadium Conglomerate is the lowermost formation of the Poway Group and is
made up of three distinctive units. Both the upper and lower conglomerate units
are located within the Mission Valley area, whereas, the Cypress Canyon Unit is
located further north. Fossil foraminifers and marine mollusks have been collected
from the upper member conglomerate. The upper member is largely non-marine
in the eastern part of its outcrop area. It has been noted that marine fossil remains
occur near the base of the lower member. The majority of the fossils recovered
from the lower member were found in either claystone rip-rap or in the sandy
matrix characteristic of certain channel-fill deposits in this rock unit.

The marine strata of the Mission Valley Formation have produced abundant and
generally well-preserved remains of marine micro-fossils, macro-invertebrates, and -
vertebrates. Fluvial strata of the Mission Valley Formation have produced well-
preserved examples of petrified wood and fairly large and diverse assemblages of
fossil land mammals including opossurmns, insectivores, bats, primates, rodents,
artiodactyls, and perissodactyls. The co-occurrence in the Mission Valley
Formation of land marnmal assemblages with assemblages of marine micro-fossils,
mollusks, and invertebrates is extremely important as it allows for the direct
correlation of terrestrial and marine fauna time scales. The Mission Valley
Formation represents one of the few instances in North America where such
comparisons are possible.

Construction of the project requires approximately 6,300 cubic yards of soil cut and
grade cut depths of approximately 23 feet. According to the City of San Diego's
Paleontological Guidelines (Revised April 2004), over 1,000 cubic yards of grading at
depths of greater than 10 feet into formations with a high resource sensitivity rating
would constitute a potentially significant impact to paleontological resources, and
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mitigation is required. Disturbance or loss of fossils without adequate
documentation and research would be considered a significant environmental
impact. Therefore, a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program as detailed in
Section V of the MND would be implemented. The program would require that a
qualified Paleontologist or Paleontological Monitor be present during all excavations
that exceed ten feet in depth and that could impact previously undisturbed
formations. Should paleontological resources be discovered, a recovery and
documentation program would be implemented. With implementation of the
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, impacts to paleontological resources
would be reduced to below a level of significance.

The following environmental issues (GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS, HISTORICAL RESOURCES,
LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY, LAND USE,AND WATER QUALITY) were
considered in depth during review of the project. No significant impacts were identified.

GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

According to the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, the site is mapped within
Geologic Hazard Category 53. Hazard Category 53 represents level or sloping
terrain with an unfavorable geologic structure with a low to moderate risk
potential. In order to assess potential geologic hazards affecting the site, a soils and
geologic reconnaissance was prepared by Geocon, Inc. (Soil and Geologic
Reconnaissance, Mission Valley Medical Office Building Scheidler Way, San Diego,
California, November 26, 2004).

According to the report, the project site is a rectangular-shaped, undeveloped 4.94-
acre parcel. The project site is steeply sloping land with gradient ranging from

- approximately 1.6:1 to 2:1 (horizontal: vertical). Site elevations range from a high of
approximately 340 feet AMSL at the southern property line to a low of
approximately 136 feet AMSL at the top of an existing retaining wall on the
northern property line. Approximately 4.93 acres or 99.8 percent of the site is

steep slopes (> 25percent).

Based on the site reconnaissance and review completed, it was determined that the
site is underlain by a layer of surficial soils in the form of topsoil (with an
estimated thickness of ranging from three to five feet) which overlies Eocene-age
Stadium Conglomerate. Groundwater related hazards are not expected to affect
the site. There are no faults known to exist on the site. Based on the geotechnical
evaluation including area seismicity, on-site conditions, and the observed lack of
groundwater, the project site is considered to have a relatively low risk potential
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for soil liquefaction. Slope failure and/or land sliding potential was considered
low due to the competent nature of the formational deposits. Based on the results
of the studies conducted, the geotechnical consultant concluded that there is no
geotechnical related condition at the project site that would preclude development
as presently proposed, provided that the recommendations within the report are
implemented. The City’s Geology Section staff have reviewed the referenced
reports and concluded that the preliminary geotechnical reports adequately
addressed the geologic conditions potentially affecting the project site. Therefore,
proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction practices, to be
verified at the building permit stage, would ensure that the potential for impacts
from regional geologic hazards would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are deemed necessary. '

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY

Brush Management is required for development that is adjacent to ahy highly
flammable area of native or naturalized vegetation. These fire hazard conditions
currently exist for the proposed open space area to the south side of the proposed
development. Where brush management is required, a comprehensive program is
required to reduce fire hazards around all structures by providing an effective fire
break between structures and contiguous area of flammable vegetation. The fire
break is required to consist of two distinct brush management zones; a 35-foot-
wide brush management zone one and a 65-foot-wide brush management zone
two are required per the Land Development Code. Per the City of San Diego’s
Land Development Code Section 142.0412(i), the Fire Chief may modify the
requirements of this section if the following conditions exist: '

1. The modification to the requirement shall achieve an equivalent level of fire
protection as provided by this section, other regulations of the LDC, and
the minimum standards contained in the Land Development manual; and

2 The modification to the requirements is not detrimental to the public
welfare of persons residing or working in the area.

Due to the steepness of the existing southern slo'pes on-site, the applicant would be
providing alternative compliance in lieu of the required 100 feet of brush
management area. The entire structure would have one-hour fire rated
construction; a one-hour fire-rated wall/parapet with no openings would be
constructed along the southern elevation of the building; the roof would be non-
combustible; and lastly, the entire structure would be equipped with a fire
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sprinkler system.,

Elimination of the brush management zones would not increase hazards to either
the building from external fires nor would it increase hazards to adjacent
properties from fires started at the site. The measures cited above would allow
comparable fire safety as brush management zones in the prevention of building
ignition from wildfires originating away from the site. Fires within the building
would be suppressed through the buildings sprinkier system which is normally
not required for this type of structure. Additionally, the presence of retaining walls
covered with irrigated vegetation along the entire southern perimeter of the
development would act as a fire break.

Both the City’s Landscape and Fire Review Sections have reviewed the proposed
alternative brush management compliance and concluded that it adequately
addresses the fire safety potentially affecting the project site. The project and the
above described project features have been designed in accordance with the City's
Landscape Regulations. Compliance with the standards through the above project
elements would preclude any impacts to human health and public safety.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAFOLOGY)

Many areas of San Diego County, including mesas and the coast, are known for
intense and diverse prehistoric occupation and important archaeological and
historical resources. The region has been inhabited by various cultural groups
spanning 10,000 years or more. The project area is located within an area identified
as sensitive on the City's Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps. In addition,
several previously recorded historic and prehistoric sites have been identified in
the project vicinity. Based on this information, a review by City staff of
archaeological maps in the Land Development Review Resources Library indicated
that archaeological resources have been identified within a one-mile radius of the
project site. Based on this information, staff identified there is a potential for
buried cultural resources to be impacted through implementation of the project.

Therefore, an archaeological letter survey report was completed by Kyle
Consulting (April 2005). The archaeological letter survey included literature
review, record search, and completion of a pedestrian field survey of the project
site. As described in the Environmental Setting section, the site is situated on
steep slopes above an existing parking lot for several medical art buildings.
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Information retrieved as part of the literature review and record search showed
that the study area had not been surveyed prior to the current study and that no
cultural resources had been recorded. In addition, field surveys were conducted
on December 1, 2003 and April 19, 2005. The site consists of steep slopes ranging
from approximately 12.5 to 25 percent in the northern portion of the study. Those
areas with less than 15 percent slopes were surveyed utilizing transects no wider
than ten to twelve meters in distance. Those areas with greater than fifteen percent
sloped were not surveyed do to the low probability of the presence of prehistoric
or historic resources within these areas.

No cultural resources were identified by the literature review, records search, and
field surveys. Although numerous archaeological surveys have been completed
within a one-mile radius of the study area, they have only identified an isolated
artifact and the San Diego Mission Complex (which is located north of Interstate 8).
Archaeological sites associated with the San Diego River Valley generally consist
of prehistoric village complexes located on level areas within the river valley.

The letter survey report concluded that with the presence of steep slopes and lack
of recorded ore newly identified cultural resources, no additional work is
recommended. Therefore, monitoring of the project area is not required.

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY

LANDEORM ALTERATION

The City of San Diego's Significance Guidelines include thresholds for determining
potentially significant land form alteration impacts related to grading. Projects
that would alter the natural (or naturalized) landform by grading more than 2,000
cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either excavation or fill could result in a
significant impact. In addition, one or more of the following conditions must

apply:

1. The project would disturb steep (25 percent gradient or steeper) sensitive
slopes in excess of the encroachment allowances of the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands regulations and steep hillsides guidelines as defined in the
LDC;

2. A project would create manufactured slopes higher than ten feet or steeper
than a 2:1 gradient; or
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3. A project would result in a change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25
percent gradient or steeper) from existing grad to proposed grade of more
than five feet by either excavation or fill, unless the area over which the
excavation or fill would exceed five feet is only at isolated points on the
site.

However, the above conditions would not be considered significant if one or more
of the following apply:

1. Proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevation and
contours, that the proposed landforms would closely imitate the existing
on-site landform and/or the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding
neighborhoods landforms (achieved through naturalized variable slopes);

2. Proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot and contours,
that the slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no point vary
more than 1.5 feet from the natural landform elevation; or

3. Proposed excavation or fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative
design features, such as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical
roadway or parking lot design, and alternative retaining wall designs
which reduce the project’s overall grading requirements.

Grading for the project would require approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and
2,600 cubic yards of fill on approximately 0.83 acre of the total 4.94-acre site within
areas defined under ESL regulations as stated above. However, the project
proposes to tuck the rear of the building into the hillside, utilize tuck under and
terraces parking, creating terraced retaining walls, as well as terracing the second
story, thereby creating a deck. Therefore, based on the project’s use of alternative
design features being utilized in order to reduce the project’s overall grading
requirements, staff determined that there would not be a significant impact to land
form alteration. In addition, with implementation of the landscape concept plan,
and the above described design features, the site would be visually compatible
with surrounding development and no mitigation would be required.

DEVELOPMENT FEATURES/VISUAL QUALITY
The site is covered with dense vegetation mainly consisting of Diegan Coastal sage

scrub on steeply sloping hills (with a gradient of greater than 25 percent). There
are limited public views of the northern down slope area of the MV-CQO zoned
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portion of the property. Along Camino Del Rio South, existing commercial office
buildings up to six stories in height substantially screen the proposed development
area from both Camino del Rio South and Interstate 8 traffic. There are no
identifiable public view corridors along the crest of either the southern or northern
Mission Valley Hillsides which would expose the proposed project. However, the
upslope portion of the site encompassed by the existing open space easement,
which would remain in its natural state is visible from most public transportation
corridors. '

The City of San Diego's Significance Guidelines include thresholds for determining
impacts related to a negative visual appearance for projects which include crib,
retaining or noise walls greater than six feet in height and 50 feet in length with
minimal landscape screening where the walls would be visible to the public. The
project design includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed
shotcrete, concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-
nailed shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the project. The
soil-nailed shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet.
Three crib walls are proposed along the northern side of the project. The crib walls
vary in length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU
retaining wall, approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building.
The retaining walls would range in height from approximately two feet through
ten feet. The exterior wall treatment would be an earth stucco color to blend with
the surrounding landform features and planted with a mix of vines, shrubs, and
accent shrub plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls. In
addition, the walls have been terraced; creating planter areas between the walls for
proposed landsca{ping that would further screen them from view.

The proposed landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would
comply with all applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards.
The landscape planting consists of shade, street, and courtyard trees (Australian
Willow, Brisbane Box, and Queen Palm); shrubs (Green New Zealand Flax,
Fortnight Lily, Tasmanian Tree Fern, Kaffir Lily, and Impatiens); vines { Blood-red
Trumpet Vine, Creeping Fig, and Star Jasmine); various groundcovers (Trailing
Rosemary, Needlepoint Ivy, Pink Myoporum, and Ivy Geranium); and a non-
invasive hydroseed mix would be planted along the parameters of the property.

There is limited visibility of the development from the public right of way. The
presence of five and six story buildings to the north of the project site on Camino
del Rio South effectively screen the building from Interstate 8 and would only
allow limited glimpses of the development in passing. The development would be
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most visible from Friars Road. Along this public right of way, the building would
appear low on the hillside huddled amongst the rooftops and blending with the
existing Camino del Rio South buildings. There are no public view corridors from
the crest of the northern Mission Valley Hillsides or from the community of Serra
Mesa. The community of Normal Heights along the southern crests also does not
have any public view corridors that would aliow the building to be seen. During
travel south down Mission Village Drive the development is screened from public
view by Qualcomm Stadium. Therefore, due to the small scale of the development
and the limited visibility of the structure from the public right-of way, the existing
site lines to the southern slopes would not be significantly altered.

Although the retaining walls would exceed the City’s threshold as stated above,
due to the limited area of visibility from Scheidler Way and Camino del Rio South,
portions of the walls would be completely screened by the proposed building and
enhanced landscaping. In addition, existing buildings along Camino del Rio South
block views of the majority of the project site. Therefore, construction of the
proposed walls and building would not result in a significant visual impact.

LAND USE

A significant land use impact could occur if a project results in an inconsistency
and/or conflict with the environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of
the community plan in which a project is located. In addition, certain areas of the
City are covered by Planned District Ordinances, which ensure that development
and redevelopment is accomplished in a manner that enhances and preserves the
well-being of the communities they regulate. An inconsistency with a plan is not
in itself a significant environmental impact; the inconsistency would have to result
in a secondary environmental impact to be considered significant. '

In accordance with state planning and zoning law, the City of San Diego has
adopted a Progress Guide and General Plan which provides a comprehensive
long-term plan for the development of the City. In addition, the City has adopted
community and specific and/or precise plans which provide growth development
goals and guidelines for various communities and subareas. These plans include
land use elements and also may include design, resource management and
environmental elements or goals.

The project site is designated Commercial Office and Open Space within the
Mission Valley Community Plan. The Mission Valley Community Plan
recommends that building and parking areas should be adapted to the natural



Page 24

terrain (i.e. trucking into the hillside; utilizing small pad areas; emphasize
horizontal orientation; and terracing structures). The Mission Valley Community
Plan also recommends that roof areas be designed to minimize disruption of views
from crest hillsides and that "large scale development should not extend above the
150-foor contour,” which is the boundary of the open-space designation.
Community plan policies emphasize to minimizing the disturbance to hillsides and
controlling urban form as it relates to hillsides as an aesthetic resource. Given that
existing structures on abutting parcels are up to 71,000 square feet in floor area and
average 30,000 square feet, it was determined by the Planning Department staff
that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 square feet be considered less than
“large scale.” The portion of the property below the 150-foot contour line is
approximately 8,811 square feet (4 percent); whereas approximately 206,375-
square-feet (96 percent) is located above the 150-foot contour line.

The project proposes development wholly within that portion of the site set aside
by a previous Council action for development and zoned MVCO. While a majority
of the development footprint extends above the 150 foot contour and within the
open space designation, it is outside of the open space easement area already set
aside to preserve the hillsides on the property. By staying outside of the open
space easement area, the proposed project is consisted with the environmental
goals of the community plan

In addition, as part of the discretionary review process, the project was subject to
the regulations of the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDOQO). Staff
determined that the project met all of the development regulations of the MVPDO
with the exception of §103.2107(c)(3)(A). This section restricts development within
the Hillside Sub-district from encroaching above the 150-foot elevation contour
line. However, the MVPDO provides additional language in §103.2104(d)(4) that
allows for, on an individual project basis, the criteria of this planned district to be
increased or decreased when one or more of the following situations is applicable:
1) due to special conditions, or exceptional characteristics of the property, or of its
location or surroundings, strict interpretation of the criteria of the planned district
would result in unusual difficulties or unnecessary hardship or would be
inconsistent with the general purpose of the planned district; 2) a superior design
can be achieved by altering the adopted standards; or 3} conformance with the

*“Guidelines for Discretionary Review: necessitates deviations from adopted
standards.

As such, due to the topography of the site, specifically regardiﬁg the restriction of
development above the 150-foot contour line, limiting the development area of the
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property to below the 150-foot contour line (within a narrow area encompassing
approximately 8,811 square feet) would present an unnecessary hardship on the
ability to develop the land. Therefore, the project was redesigned to be more
consistent with the recommendations outlined within the community plan and in
accordance with the MVPDO which tucks the rear of the building into the hillside
and terraces the second story, thereby creating a roof garden and/or deck. The
building roof is now designed to be sloped, and would be stucco exterior and earth
tone in character. Grading would be reduced in that a large flat pad is no longer
proposed. The project would be largely screened from the public right-of-way by
existing development to the north. The remaining 3.89 acres (80 percent) would
continue to remain within the existing open space conservation easement adjacent
to the MHPA and would not be impacted. The building footprint and the
associated retaining walls are limited to the commercial/office portion of the site
and do not encroach into the 3.89 acres of the open space easement

The Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations within the Land Development
Code, Section 143.0142(g)(2), prohibit the use of a retaining wall as an erosion
control measure on steep slopes, unless it is determined to be the only feasible
means of protecting existing primary structures or public facilities. The purposes
of the retaining walls proposed are to resist lateral pressure from soil and fill and
to protect the development pad. LDR Geology staff has verified that the various
retaining walls proposed with the development are intended for soil stabilization
on the existing steep slopes and are not erosion control measures. LDR Geology
staff have reviewed all technical studies and development plans and concluded
that all issues relating to slope stabilization have been adequately addressed. The
project as currently designed would not result in any environmental land use
impacts.

WATER QUALITY

According to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin, the project site is
located in the Lower San Diego Hydrologic Unit (907.11), which is currently a
303(d) listed water body. Bodies of water listed under section 303(d) of the 1972
Clean Water Act include those that do not meet minimum water quality standards
even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of
pollution control technology. The San Diego River (Lower) is listed on the 303(d)
list due to fecal coliform, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and low dissolved
oxygen (which refers to nutrients, organic compounds, trash and debris, and
oxygen demanding substances). The San Diego River is located approximately a
quarter-mile north of the project site.
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The site consists of a vegetated slope which currently drains in four different
locations. Two of the discharge points (located in the vicinity of the northwest
corner of the parcel) flow into the existing storm drain on Scheidler Way; another
discharge point (located along the northern boundary of the parcel) flows down
the slope and into an existing gunite brow ditch which then continues onto the
adjacent parking lot to the north; lastly, the fourth discharge point, located in the
northeast corner of the parcel, collects runoff at an existing headwall which then
discharges through an eight-in Poly Vinyl Chloride pipe and onto the adjacent
property’s parking lot. '

A Storm Water Requirements Applicability Checklist, Water Quality Technical
Report for pacific Coast Office Building, San Diego, California (May 25, 2005), and

- Hydrology Report for Pacific Coast Office Building, City of San Diego, California (May
25, 2005), prepared by Burkett & Wong Engineers and Surveyors were prepared for
this project and reviewed and accepted by City Engineering staff. The completed
Storm Water Applicability Checklist identifies this project as a "Priority” project,
which is subject to permanent Storm Water Best Management Practice (BMP)
requirements.

As a result of the proposed development, the existing drainage pattern would be
slightly altered. Runoff from the existing vegetated slope, located south of the
project site, would continue to sheet flow into a new concrete brow ditch. Two
new catch basins with filtration inserts would be added to the project to collect
runoff from parking and sidewalk areas. Site design BMPs would include
conservation of existing natural area, energy dissipaters, and retention of the
native vegetation on the slopes. Various source control BMPs have also been

“incorporated into the project design to further reduce negative effects to water
quality. These would include an efficient irrigation system, concrete stamping,
reduction of the need for pesticides by planting pest-resistant and/or well-adapted
plant varieties such as native plants, an impervious surface in the trash storage
area, and no storage of hazardous materials on-site.

The project and the above described project features have been designed in
accordance with the City's Storm Water Standards. Compliance with the
standards through the above project elements would preclude direct and
cumulatively considerable hydrology/water quality impacts.
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V. RECOMMENDATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the
project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be required.

PROJECT ANALYST: SHEARER-NGUYEN

Attachments: Initial Study Checklist
Figure 1: Vicinity Map
Figure 2: Location Map
Figure 3: Preliminary Review Design Site Plan
Figure 4: Preliminary Review Design Cross Section
Figure 5: First Submittal Design Site Plan
Figure 6: First Submittal Design Cross Section
Figure 7: Single-Story Design Site Plan
Figure 8: Single-Story Design Cross Section
Figure 9: Subterranean Parking Design Site Plan
Figure 10: Subterranean Parking Design Cross Section
Figure 11: Proposed Project Site Plan
'Figure 12: Propose Project Cross Section
Figure 13: Proposed Project Elevations
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. ' Initial Study ChecKlist

Date: : December 20, 2004
Project No.: 54384

PAcCIFIC COAST OFFICE
Name of Project: BUILDING

II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

The purpose of the Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with information which forms
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a
potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section
IV of the Initial Study.

Yes Maybe No
. L. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER - Will the proposal result in:

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic
view from a public viewing area?
The project would not result in the obstruction
of any public view or scenic vista. All setbacks
and height limits would be observed,

[

. B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project?
The two-story bullding would be compatible
with the surrounding development and is

allowed by the community plan and zoning

designation. No such impacts are anticipated.
See I-A and I-C. :

be

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would
be incompatible with surrounding development?
The design of the proposed project would be
compatible with the architectural style of the
local setting. The project would not exceed any
City height, setback., size or grading standards.
Building materials proposed are compatible

. with surrounding development.

e




. Substantial alteration to the existing character of
the area?

The two-story building would be located
adjacent to similar commercial/office
development and would not substantially alter
the existing character of the area (see [-C

above).

. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or a
stand of mature trees?

No distinctive or landmark trees would be
removed.

Substantial change in topography or ground
surface relief features?
No substantial changes in topography or ground

relief features are proposed.

. The loss, covering or modification of any
unique geologic or physical features such

as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess
of 25 percent?

The project site does not contain any unique
geologic or physical features.

. Substantial light or glare?

The two-story building would not be expected

to cause substantial light or glare. Proposed
lighting would comply with all current street
lighting standards in accordance with the City of
San Diego Street Design Manual, satisfactory to
the City Engineer. No substantial sources of
light would be generated during project
construction, as construction activities would

occur during daylight hours.

Substantial shading of other properties?

The proposed project does not involve the
amount of height and mass required to subject
adjacent properties to substantial lighting.
Please see I-C.

Yes

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL
RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

[

o

[

[

[
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I1I.

The loss of availability of a known mineral
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be

of value to the region and the residents of the state?
There are no such resources located on the

project site.

The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural land?
Agricultural fand is not present on site. See II-

A,

AIR QUALITY — Would the proposal:

A.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

The two-story building is compatible with
underlying zoning and community plan
designation and would not negatively impact air

quality.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected

air quality violation?

Please see I1I-A.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Please see [1I-A.

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

The two-story building would not be associated
with the creation of such odors Please see HI1-A.

Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter 10
(dust)?

The grading amounts required for project
implementation would not exceed 100 pounds

per day of particulate matter. It is estimated that
one graded acre produces 26.4 pounds of
particulate matter. Approximately 0.83 acre

would be graded for this project.. Standard dust
abatement practices would be implemented

during contruction.

Alter air movement in the area of the project?

Yes

Maybe

No

¥
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The two-story building would not have the bulk
and scale required to cause such impacts.

. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture, or
temperature, or any change in climate, either locally
or regionally?

Please see [II-F.

BIOLOGY — Would the proposal result in:

A. A reduction in the number of any unique, rare,

endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of
plants or animals?

The project site contains sensitive biological
habitat which would be impacted through

project implementation. Raptor protection

would be required. Although the site is not
directly adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) lands it is adjacent to open space.

Please refer to the Initial Study Discussion.

. A substantial change in the diversity of any species of
animals or plants?

No substantial change expected. Impacts to

Diegan CSS and NNGL would be mitigated.

. Introduction of invasive species of plants into the
area?

Project landscaping would be required to
_conform with City standards. Please see [V-A.

. Interference with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors?

No such corridors exist onsite. Please see TV-A.

. An impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not
limited to streamside vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak
woodland, coastal sage scrub or chaparral?

Please see [V-A.

. An impact on City, State, or federally regulated
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal

salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or -
other means? : -

Yes

>

e

[

[

%

I

[



VL

Yes Maybe

The nroiéct site does not contain any City, State
or federally repulated wetlands. Please see I'V-
A.

Conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or other

~ approved local, regional or state habitat conservation

plan?

The project site is designated for Commercial
Office and Open Space in the Mission Valley
Community Plan. The project site is located
approximately 150 feet south and up-slope of
the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA).
Therefore, the projéct would be required to

comply with the Land Use Adjacency

I

‘Guidelines and would therefore not conflict with

the Multiple Species Conservation Program
{MSCP). Please see IV-A.

ENERGY — Would the proposal:

A,

Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
energy (e.g. natural gas)?
Standard commercial consumption is expected.

Result in the use of excessive amounts of power?
Please see V-A.

GEOLOGY/SOILS — Would the proposal:

A.

Expose people or property to geologic hazards such
as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground
failure, or similar hazards?

The project site is assigned a geologic risk
category of 53 per the City of San Diego Safety
Seismic Study Maps. Please see Initial Study
Discussion. '

Result in a substantial increase in wind or water
erosion of soils, either on or off the site?

No such impacts would be anticipated with the
project. . The site would be landscaped in
accordance with City requirements and all storm

water requirements would be met. Please see
VI-A.

No

[

[

[
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VIIL

VIIL

C. Belocated on a geologic unit or seil that is unstable
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?

The project is not be located on such a geologic
unit or soil type. Please see VI-A.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or
historic archacological site?
According to the City of San Dicgo reference
materials, the project site is located within an
area having a high sensitivity level for
archaeological resources. Refer to Initial Study
discussion,

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric
or historic building, structure, object, or site?
No historic buildings or structures exist onsite.
The project site is an undeveloped parcel .
Refer to Initial Study discussion.

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an
architecturally significant building, structure, or
object?

No such structures exist on-site

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area?
No such uses are known to occur on-site.

E. The disturbance of any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
No such remains are anticipated.

HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS: Would the proposal:

A. Create any known health hazard (excluding
mental health)?
The two-story office building in a

commercial/office neighborhood would not be

associated with such impacts.

B. Expose people or the environment to a significant
hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal

6
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No
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IX.

of hazardous materials?

Any substances relating to the medical office
use would be handled in accordance with
gxisting county regulations.

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including but not limited to
gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, or explosives)?
Please see VIII-A.

D. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The project is consistent with adopted land use
plans and would not iriterfere with emergency
response and/or evacuation plans. Please see
VII-A.

E. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
create a significant hazard to the public or
environment? .

The project is not located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous materials sites.

F. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

Please see VIII-A.

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY - Would the proposal
result in:

A. Anincrease in pollutant discharges, including down
stream sedimentation, to receiving waters during or
following construction? Consider water quality
parameters such as temperature dissolved oxygen,
turbidity and other typical storm water pollutants.
The project would be required to comply with
all storm water quality standards during and
after construction and appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) must be utilized.
Refer to the Initial Study Discussion.

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and associated
increased runoff?

Yes Mayhe

be

e

b

[

b

1

I



The project would result in an incremental
increase in impervious surfaces. However,
BMPs would be utilized to treat all site runoff,
Refer to IX-A.

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or
volumes? '

The increased peak discharge would not
significantly affect current drainage patterns.
Refer to IX-A '

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to an already
impaired water body (as listed on the Clean Water
. Act Section 303(b) list)?
Please see IX-A.

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on ground
water quality?
No such impact would occur. No areas of ponded
water would be created. Please see [X-A.

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable
surface or groundwater receiving water quality
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?

See IX-A above. The project would not make a
considerable contribution to water qualit

degradation. :

- LAND USE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A land use which is inconsistent with the adopted
community plan land use designation for the site or
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over a
project? _

The two-story building would be constructed on
a site which is designated for Commercial
Office and Open Space per the Mission Valley
- Community Plan and is zoned MV-CO (Mission
- Valley-Commercial Office) and RS-1-1 (Single
Family Residential). The project site is located
in an area developed with other

commercial/office buildings.

Maybe No
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XI

. A conflict with the goals, objectives and

recommendations of the community plan in which it
is located?
Please see X-A.

. A conflict with adopted environmental plans,

including applicable habitat conservation plans
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect for the area?

Land Use Adjacency Guideline measures would

be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to the
MHPA

. Physically divide an established community?

The project site is located in a developed urban
community and surrounded by other similar
commercial/office development. The project
would not physically divide an established

community.

. Land uses which are not compatible with aircraft

accident potential as defined by an adopted airport
Comprehensive Land Use Plan?

The project site is not located within the Airport
Environs Overlay Zone or the Airport Approach

Overlay Zone.

NOISE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient noise

levels?

The project would operate within the City’s
allowable noise standards and would not cause a
significant increase in ambient noise levels.

. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the

City's adopted noise ordinance?

The project would not expose people to noise
levels which exceed the City’s adopted noise
standards. The project site is not in close
proximity to any loud noise producing uses.

. Exposure of people to current or future

transportation noise levels which exceed standards
established in the Transportation Element of the
General Plan or an adopted airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan?

Please see XI-B.

I
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XIL

XIII.

X1V,

Yes

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the
proposal impact a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

The project site is underlain by Alluvium, Stadium
Conglomerate, and the Mission Vallev Formation.
Both the Stadium Conglomerate and the Mission
Valley Formation have a sensitivity rating of high,
whereas Alluvium has a low sensitivity level
potenttal for recovery of paleontological resources
in the project area.  Therefore mitigation is
required. Refer to Initial Study discussion.

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
The project is the construction of a two-story

building.

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No such displacement would occur. See XIII-
A.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution, density or
growth rate of the population of an area?
The project would be consistent with applicable
land use plans, as well as land use and zoning
designations. See XIII-A.

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the proposal have an effect
upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas:

A. Fire protection?
Project is within an urbanized area.

B. Police protection?
Project is within an urbanized area.

C. Schools?
Project would not generate school-age children.

10
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XV.

XVI..

Yes

D. Parks or other recreational facilities?
The project would not affect recreational
facilities.

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
N/A. '

RECREATIONAL RESQURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

The project is an office building, which would
not adversely affect the availability of and/or
need for new or expanded recreational
resources. See XIII-A.

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

The project would not require recreational
facilities to be constructed. Refer XV-A above.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION — Would the proposal

“result in:

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/
community plan allocation?
The two-story building is consistent with the
community plan designation and would not

result in significant traffic generation.

B. An increase in projected traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system? ‘ »
The project is estimated to to generate
approximately 423 average daily trips, including
36 morning peak-hour trips and 49 afternoon

peak-hour trips.

C. Anincreased demand for off-site parking?
The project is required to provide a minimum of
36 parking spaces. All required parking would
be provided on site.

11
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D. Effects on existing parking?
No such effects would occur. See XVI-C.

E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned
transportation systems?
Project implementation would not affect
existing transit service in the project vicinity.

F. Alterations to present circulation movements
inctuding effects on existing public access to
beaches, parks, or other open space areas?
Project implementation would not affect
existing circulation in the project vicinity.

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance or
driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)?
Implementation of the project would not
increase traffic hazards. The project would
comply with all applicable engineering
standards for driveway and street design.

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
supporting alternative transportation models (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Please see XVI-A.

XVII. UTILITIES — Would the proposal result in a need for new
systems, or require substantial alterations to existing
utilities, including:

A. Natural gas? .
Adequate services are available to serve site.

B. Communications systems?
Please see XVII-A.

- C. Water?
Please see XVIIL A.

D. Sewer?
Please see XVII-A.

E. Storm water drainage?
Please see XVII-A.
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XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION — Would the proposal result in:

XIX.

F.

A.

Solid waste disposal?
Please see XVII-A.

Use of excessive amounts of water?
Standard office use consumption is anticipated.

Landscaping which is predominantly non-drought
resistant vegetation?

Landscaping and irrigation would be in
compliance with the City’s Land Development
Code.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

No such impacts would be caused by the

proposed project. Implementation of the

mitigation measures identified in the document
would reduce these impacts to below a level of

significance.

Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the
environment is one which occurs in a relatively
brief, definitive period of time while long-term
impacts would endure well into the future.)

The project would not result in an impact to

long term environmental goals.

Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(A project may impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on each resource is

13
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relatively small, but where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environment is significant.)
The proposed project would not havea
considerable incremental contribution to any
cumulative impacts.

. Does the project have environmental effects which
would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed project would not be associated
with such impacts. All impacts would be
mitigated to below a level of significance.

14
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL RESOURCES
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part [ and II,
1973.

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land
Classification.

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.
Site Specific Report:

AIR |

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Sour_ce Control Programs) 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

Sit_é Specific Report:

BIOLOGY

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan,
1997

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal
Pools" maps, 1996.

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997.
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Community Plan - Resource Element.

California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January
2001.

California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database,
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California,”
January 2001.

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.

X Site Specific Report:
Bioldgical Resources Report for the Pacific Coast Office
Building Property, prepared by Helix Environmental,
December 2, 2005 (revised May 31, 2006).

V. ENERGY

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS

X City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

X U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II,

December 1973 and Part III, 1975.
xX Site Specific Report:

Pacific Coast Medical Building, San Diego, California,
Response to Comments, prepared by Geocon Incorporated,
October 18, 2004.

Soil and Geologic Reconnaissance - Mission Valley
Medical Office Building, San Diego, California, prepared
by Geocon Incorporated, November 26, 2003.

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES

City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.

P

City of San Diego Archaeology Library.
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IX.
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[

Historical Resources Board List.
Community Historical Survey:
Site Specific Report:

Cultural Resources Survey for a Five-are parcel located in
the Mission Valley Areas of the City of San Diego,
California, prepared by Kyle Consulting, April 2005,

HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2004,
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized
1995.

Airport Comprf.:hensive Land Use Plan.
Site Specific Report:
HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program -
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map.

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, dated July 2002,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d lists.html). )

Site Specific Report:

Preliminary Hydrology Report for Pacific Coast Office
Building, San Diego, California, prepared by Burkett &
Wong, May 25, 2005.

Water quality Technical Report for Pacific Coast Office

Building, San Diego, California, prepared by Burkett &
Wong, May 25, 2005.
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LAND USE

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan

City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

NOISE

Community Plan

San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.
Brown Fié_l,d Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic
Volumes.

' San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Site Specific Report:

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

Demere, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San
Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975. '
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Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and

~ Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California,” Map Sheet
29, 1977. :

_ Site Specific Report:

XIII. POPULATION/HOUSING

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

Other:

X1V. PUBLIC SERVICES

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

>

>4

Community Plan.

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Debartment of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map
Additional Resources:

XVI.  TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

[

Community Plan,

[

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traftic Volume Maps, SANDAG.

San Dicgo Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.
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XVIL

XVIIL

Site Specific Report:

UTILITIES

WATER CONSERVATION

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset
Magazine.
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